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Parental involvement has long been held as a critical variable in the academic outcomes of 
students. While research in this area consistently cites the positive impact of parental 
involvement across all racial/ethnic and socioeconomic groups, much still remain to be 
discovered regarding the parental involvement as well as the cultural parental practices that are 
unique to low income African American, Hispanic, and immigrant parents and families. 
Furthermore, this population of parents faces barriers to involvement that provide challenges not 
only for families but also for schools. Administrators and teachers in the k-12 settings must still 
consider the forms of capital that these families bring to bear to navigate and to help their 
children succeed academically.   
This study uses a quantitative approach to research and aims to examine how parents 
describe and interpret parental involvement and to understand behaviors and attitudes that impact 
levels of parental involvement.  Most importantly also is what can be viewed as barriers to 
conforming to the prevalent, widely accepted concept of parental involvement.  On the other 
hand, schools must re-tool their approaches to shore up, rebuild, and increase parent involvement 
v 
for the benefit of their students and do so in a current atmosphere that can be viewed as 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 1 
Chapter one provides a generalized view of parental behaviors evident in parents of 
minority students.  The first section highlights a few of the regulations and policies enacted to 
improve parental involvement in schools.  The second section is a statement of the problem.  It is 
articulated along with the statement of the significance of the study.  The third section identifies 
obstacles and hindrances to the efficacious involvement of parents of minority, low-income, and 
immigrant students.  The fourth section provides a brief history of parental involvement.  Lastly, 
the final section includes the purpose of the study, research questions, and definitions of 
pertinent terms.   
 
Regulations and policies 
For the past three decades, research that is focused on how children learn and achieve 
academic success continues to emphasize the critical importance of the role of parental 
involvement in the school life of the child (Bronfrenbrenner, 1979; Comer, 1986; Comer & 
Hayes, 1991; Epstein, 1996, 2001, 2009; Trask-Tate & Cunningham, 2010; Fagan & Lee, 2013; 
Greene, 2013; Jeynes, 2016).  This body of research purports that parental involvement in the 
form of specific parent behaviors and expectations of the child convey messages to the child and 
inform and determine his/her performance in school.   
 Research also indicates that when parents are involved in the school lives of their 
children, that involvement positively affects important success variables such as regular 
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attendance to school, behavior, attitude toward learning, effort, and the overall academic success 
of the student (Epstein, 2001; Jeynes, 2007; Greene, 2013; Causey et al., 2015; Anderson, 2016).  
According to the research, students whose parents consistently engage in home-school activities 
show significant academic gains (Epstein, Salinas, & Sanders, 2002; Noguera, 2008; Fagan & 
Lee, 2013; Leonard, 2013, Powell et al., 2016). 
 Another important research finding is that when parents maintain involvement in and 
communication with their children’s school, they build social networks that afford them greater 
knowledge about schools and improved access to information and opportunities that benefit their 
children and advance their achievement (Lareau, 2000, 2003; Lareau & Mcnamarra, 1999; 
Trask-Tate & Cunningham, 2010).  These findings have been applied to all socioeconomic levels 
and racial groups.  However, middle class and white parents, because of their tendency to have a 
higher level of education and commensurate socioeconomic status, demonstrate a stronger ability 
to develop networks and to navigate the school system in a manner that benefits their children 
(Coleman, 1988; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Hoover-Dempsey, Walker, Sandler, & Closson, 
2005; Clark & Dickson, 2015; Anderson, 2016).  
 Despite the progress that is being made in this body of research on parental involvement 
in general, very few studies focus on African American and Hispanic youth and on low income 
youth in these populations (Matthews et al., 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2012, 2013; Span & Rivers, 
2014).  As a result, less is known about the impact of this variable on African American youth 
across the socioeconomic stratum than about the impact of this variable on the general student 
population.  This is due to the fact that (a) very few studies focus on African American students 
and parents (Greene, 2013; Auerbach, 2007); (b) those researchers who have examined parental 
involvement as it pertains to African Americans have used very limited samples (Epstein & 
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Dauber, 1991); and (c) have studied only the low income segment of this population (McBride & 
Lin, 1996; Helms-Erickson, Updegraff, & McHale, 1999; Greene, 2013; Jeynes, 2005, 2016).  
Consequently, findings from this limited body of research cannot adequately communicate the 
effects of parental involvement across all socioeconomic levels of the African American student 
population (Price, 2007; Span & Rivers, 2014). 
 As a result, there is still an urgency to identify the role that marginalized African 
American parents can and do play in supporting their children’s education.  Specifically, 
research must identify what those roles are and the manner in which minority parents develop 
ability in those roles to allow them to navigate the school system as advocates for their children. 
 Further, even though researchers recognize the inter-connectivity between culture, 
parents’ roles, and parent agency, studies of parental involvement are typically limited to parent 
involvement between home and school and do not investigate, highlight, or underscore some of 
the structural problems that prevent low-income minority parents from participating in 
involvement even at basic levels, and more so at the level of collaboration and decision making 
(Finders & Lewis, 2006; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2008; Howard, 2008; Fantuzzo et al., 2012).  
Involvement at this level recognizes the empowerment of parents to be advocates for their 
children in the truest sense of the word.  Many school administrators can be fearful of parental 
involvement at this level believing that they abdicate their power and control over decision-
making in their schools and over the reach of parents. 
 Although educators seek ways and strategies for involving parents, many stop short at 
involving parents as true partners in collaboration and decision-making.  Much effort, instead is 
expended in reaching parents through written communication in the parents’ language, if 
necessary, to inform on school events and programs.  True parent – school partnership is difficult 
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to achieve if school leadership holds the view that parent partnership is equated with loss of 
control and diminished authority on their part.  However, Brown et al (2011) find that the 
presence of parents in the schools, even though uncomfortable at times “appeared to fuel 
excellence and equity within many schools”.  Urban schools which evidence achievement equity 
have developed a connection with parents.  They keep parents informed despite language 
differences and connect with them, not only through the schools, but also through every aspect of 
community life as in churches and community programs.   
 Parents of minority students play roles that are often not visible or validated by schools.  
For example, many low-income minority parents, outside of the school setting, engage in 
activities that strengthen their children’s intellectual and emotional growth and navigate difficult 
economic and political landscapes to attempt to gain some advantage for their children (Hoover-
Dempsey, 2002; Epstein, 2008; Greene, 2013).  For African American male students, parents 
reading books to them was of significance to their academic achievement on reading assessments 
(Jones & Davis, 2009; Jaeger, 2011; Fantuzzo et al., 2012).  
 Another parent behavior that is reported to be of significance in affecting academic 
achievement of African American boys is when parents discuss their ethnic heritage or expose 
their sons, through community forums and other non- school activities, to knowledge and 
discussion of their heritage.  Still another parent behavior found to be significant is that of 
engaging their sons in science and nature discussions and projects outside of the school.  These 
behaviors were found to positively affect academic achievement of African American males 
(Jones et al., 2009; Fantuzzo et al., 2012; Greene, 2013). 
These findings speak to the critical need to develop effective parenting and teacher 
professional development programs that would support low income minority and immigrant 
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families.  The challenge for school districts is to seek effective ways to promote, encourage, and 
support parental involvement at all levels of the spectrum from volunteering to decision making 
so as to recognize, validate, and support those parent behaviors that advance student achievement 
and which help advance achievement opportunity or equity for minority students. 
 Additionally, schools must confront the very critical challenge of re-thinking the concept 
of parental involvement.  Along with that, administrative and instructional staff must be trained 
to recognize the forms of parental involvement for minority, immigrant, and low socioeconomic 
parents beyond those activities engaged in only when invited by the school such as volunteering 
in the classroom, and participating in parent-teacher meetings and events (Henderson et al., 
2007; Lareau, 2000, 2003; Epstein & Becker, 1982).  Further, schools need to recognize those 
parent involvement behaviors outside of school that build resilience, encourage motivation, raise 
students’ expectation of themselves, and foster their children’s intellectual and emotional growth 
(Jones et al., 2009; Roksa & Potter, 2011; Greene, 2013; Jeynes, 2016). 
 America has historically recognized the importance of education.  European American 
citizens enjoyed the increasing benefits of governmental support and educational opportunities.  
Yet this privilege was not afforded citizens of African descent.  For more than one hundred 
years, African Americans fought the battle of systemic hindrance from states and governments.  
They fought at all levels to acquire equity in access to and opportunity for Black children to 
attend government supported schools and to be recipients of the same quality education as that of 
white children.  Opportunities for the acquisition of education continued to be historically denied 
African Americans until the landmark decision in the Brown v. Board of Education lawsuit that 
heralded change.  Chief Justice Warren wrote:  
 “Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state 
and local governments.  Compulsory school attendance laws and 
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the great expenditures for education both demonstrate our 
recognition of the importance of education to our democratic 
society.  It is required in the performance of our most basic public 
responsibilities, even service in the armed forces.  It is the very 
foundation of good citizenship.  Today it is a principal instrument 
in awakening the child to cultural values, in preparing him for 
later professional training, and in helping him to adjust normally 
to his environment.  In these days, it is doubtful that any child may 
reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the 
opportunity of an education.  Such an opportunity, where the state 
has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made 
available to all on equal terms” (Chief Justice Warren on Brown v 
Board of Education, May 1954). 
 
This argument was made over sixty years ago, yet it resonates strongly today in regard to 
the importance and value of education.  It speaks to the disparity that existed between the quality 
of and opportunities for education offered to African Americans compared to that offered to 
white Americans.  Throughout the ensuing decades, much has since been done to recognize and 
address that disparity.  Policies have been designed and laws have been passed to address issues 
of equity.  Nonetheless, minority students still lag behind in achievement.  The inception of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 was crafted in recognition of, and in 
an effort to close the achievement gap that existed then among African American students, those 
in poverty, and those who were English language learners (United States Department of 
Education, 2007, 2009; NCES, 2015). 
An important mandate of the ESEA was a requirement that schools and school districts 
receiving Title 1 funding had to adhere to specific dictates of the act.  One dictate made it 
mandatory that 1% of Title 1 funds had to be set aside and used for programs to encourage and 
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support parent involvement in the schools.  Although there is a history of parent involvement in 
education as this study will show, making it mandatory in the ESEA codified parental 
involvement as a critical variable for all children, and particularly the most disenfranchised ones 
(Stover, 2016). 
Public law 107-110 of January 8, 2002, was designed to “close the achievement gap with 
accountability, flexibility, and choice so that no child is left behind”.  This became the No Child 
Left Behind Act (NCLB) Act of 2002 and is a re-authorization of the ESEA policy.  The NCLB 
added stringent requirements for academic achievement and for closing the achievement gap for 
students in specific subgroups.  Those groups were identified based on race/ethnicity, special 
needs, language, and socio-economic needs.  Under NCLB, the parent role evolved from that of 
volunteer or onlooker to that of participant in collaborating with the schools and in taking an 
active role in the decision making process.  NCLB required that parents be provided with 
opportunities to have a stronger role and voice by promoting informed parental choice, 
innovative programs, and mandating that parents be afforded “substantial and meaningful 
opportunities to participate in the education of children”.  The NCLB Act was a major federal 
education policy that impacted education from kindergarten to twelfth grade and attempted to put 
teeth into parental involvement and parent partnerships with schools.  The strongest aspect of 
NCLB is the increased level of accountability that it placed on schools and teachers.  State and 
school academic outcomes were linked to student achievement.  As a result, increased testing 
became the most recognizable hallmark of NCLB.  Schools had to pass yearly tests indicative of 
their attaining Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) for each fiscal year.  AYP is an accountability 
requirement.  These annual standardized tests are the main means that determine whether schools 
live up to the required standards (National Center for Educational Statistics, May 2015). 
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The evolvement of NCLB into the Race to the Top (RTTT) policy and to the Every 
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) is discussed further in this chapter.  Additionally, the challenges 
that schools and parents face in developing strong, meaningful, and effective liaisons with 
parents and which support student achievement is also discussed. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
The concept of parent involvement in the education of their children is not new.  Over the 
past three decades, researchers have reported that the consistent, quality engagement of parents 
in the school lives of their children, produce positive effects on student achievement and 
outcomes.  It can be said with certainty that the research is valuable and that the parent-home-
school connection is a critical and measurable factor in student success.   
 Nonetheless, despite research, government mandates, and efforts by the schools, many 
parents are still not actively and meaningfully involved in their children’s education.  This is 
particularly more evident with minority parents and more so with minority parents in poverty.  
Parents, who themselves along with their children, are English language learners, are often 
minimally involved with the school in the education of their children. 
 School districts charged with having to educate minority students and those students who 
are English language learners, voice concern about the lack of parental involvement at the most 
basic levels.  They report that, compared to their more affluent and racially White districts, 
minority parents tend not to be as involved with the schools.  These parents do not volunteer in 
the schools as often as their white counterparts.  Even when invited by the schools and despite 
being provided a meal or refreshments and child care arrangements, parents of minority students 
and of English language learners, still make weak representation.   
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 What does parental involvement – the lack of which many educators decry- look like for 
them.  Many still think of it as simply parents coming to the school when invited or summoned.  
This invariably means that the child is experiencing academic or social, emotional, or behavioral 
challenges.  Involvement also takes the form of attendance to the school for some special event, 
or to act as volunteers or chaperones on school trips.   
 Another example of acceptable parental involvement is that as evidenced by those 
children who come to school prepared, well-behaved, and obedient to teacher authority.  Further, 
those children might function on or above reading levels and exhibit cooperative compliant 
behaviors.  Educators perceive those children as having involved parents who might not maintain 
a presence in the school, but who, nonetheless, are involved in the home on behalf of the 
education of the child.   
 Parental involvement can run the gamut of quiet at-home, behind-the-scenes support to 
maintaining a presence in the schools and to providing parental voice and input in school 
leadership.  The latter is the more difficult to foster and to accept as it requires respect for the 
contributions of the other and a sense of trust that emanates from mutual respect.   
 It is common that some parents think that if the student happens to be passing his/her 
courses that the parent need not attend the school when invited to do so.  Others feel that if the 
student is doing poorly or failing, the parent’s attendance to the school will not help to improve 
their child’s performance.  School districts that educate low income minority and immigrant 
students have to also combat the counter-productive forces of poverty.  These forces serve also to 
undermine and prevent parental access to information and to involvement.    
  Without interventions, these forces undermine and prevent parental access to information 
and to involvement.  One protocol, culturally responsive instruction (CRI) offers a model of 
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parental involvement that goes beyond the traditional practices.  CRI engenders a type of 
equitable partnership between the school and the community and one which allows teachers to 
also learn from families.  To do so, the school must acknowledge that families bring valuable 
cultural knowledge to share and that the school must be open to discover that knowledge in un-
traditional ways (Powell et al., 2016). 
On the other hand, in those school districts that educate the majority White and Asian 
student populations, there is often standing room only at school functions and at the various 
opportunities to participate in their children’s education.  Parents usually have the time and the 
resources to do so. 
 
Significance of the Study 
Immigrant parents and parents of students who are English language learners bring to the 
education process their own cultural perspectives that hinder parental involvement.  One parent 
of an immigrant student described her involvement as, “I give you food.  I put you to bed.  That I 
do. You go to school”.  Many do not understand the process and that their presence in the school 
is deemed valuable to the child and to the school.  They often do not know what the PTA is and 
how it is supposed to function.  At parent conferences, many who attend participate peripherally 
at best, in that they show up and sit in the presence of the teacher.  They do not know what to ask 
and how to discuss the progress of their children.  As a result, these parents are largely quiet 
through this process.  They nod or smile and accept, at least on the surface, what they understood 
to be said to them.  They lack the cultural core and attempt to fake it (Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; 
Finders & Lewis, 2006; Korn & Bursztyn, 2002, 2015).  
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 Immigrant parents in urban school districts are often at or below the poverty line.  As a 
result, the emphasis on earning a living and satisfying the basic needs of life for themselves and 
their families take precedence.  This, then prevents involvement in their children’s schools.   
 In low income minority and immigrant school districts, educators are called upon to re-
think the concept of parental involvement.  For those parents who are absent or silent, schools 
must reach them through other means including the engagement of emerging technologies.  
Many of these parents have job schedules and other personal and financial limitations that 
disallow involvement in the traditional sense.  To lament over their lack of attendance in the 
school without employing new strategies to connect with them becomes essentially an exercise 
in futility. 
 Urban school districts must demonstrate the community school paradigm in the true 
sense.  These schools have to be available to parents and provide outreach to educate and inform 
parents.  Partnering with parents in urban school communities can mean that schools engage with 
parents outside of the traditional regular school day and even on weekends.  Schools also need to 
engage with parents at their houses of worship.  Any and all avenues through which school 
leaders can communicate with and inform and educate parents must be viewed as viable.  
Immigrant parents often are not familiar with the manner in which the school system functions; 
however, it is the responsibility of school leadership to implement strategies that serve to reach 
each and every parent at the various stages of parental involvement.  
 Another observation particular to low-income minority parents is that of a seemingly 
declining belief in the power of education to liberate and to give access.  It is often noticed about 
children in low-income families that many eschew education and look to other avenues of 
opportunity.  For instance, many Black boys often think they can find success through sports 
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opportunities or music and so they disengage from getting a good education.  Many of the Black 
girls look to modeling, singing, or an opportunity in the entertainment industry for their passport 
to success.  Some parents look the other way too; and so support this view by their action or lack 
of action in emphasizing the power of education to empower and to liberate (Tate, 2010; 
Anderson, 2016).  Researchers have found that many parents of Black boys do not push and 
uphold the value of education for their Black sons as they do for their daughters (Wood et al., 
2007; Jones & Davies, 2009; Adelabu, 2013; Causey et al., 2015; Jeynes, 2016).  
 Today, the lack of parental involvement in low income minority and immigrant school 
communities, despite the research, is still disconcerting.  However, this was not always the case.  
There is a history of parental involvement of Black parents across the socio-economic stratum, in 
the education of their children.   
 Strong parental involvement was evident in many southern states in America decades 
ago.  Black families in the segregated South engaged in an exceptional type of parental 
involvement even when viewed through today's lens.  Siddle-Walker (1993) writes that parents 
in the Caswell County school district in the segregated Jim Crow South provided strong 
examples of parental involvement.  When ignored and denied funding from the local school 
board, they supported their children's education through aggressive fund-raising activities and 
other forms of financial and community contributions.  Parents regularly attended monthly 
meetings with teachers and the administration.  Those meetings provided them opportunities to 
gain knowledge of the educational system and to discuss and address their children's academic 
progress.  Essentially, parents maintained a physical presence in the school.  Furthermore, and 
what could be described as a critical parental involvement behavior, those parents largely 
supported their children at home by instilling in them respect for their teachers, high expectations 
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for themselves, and a strong belief in the importance of education.  Parents were willing and 
supportive advocates for their children and for their school and served as role models of parental 
involvement. 
 Nonetheless, the challenge persists today to meaningfully engage low-income African 
American parents and parents who speak languages other than English in a manner that would 
lend support to attaining achievement opportunity in these racial/ethnic groups of students.  Lack 
of equity in achievement remains persistent between minority students and their white and Asian 
counterparts. 
 Academic performance, when viewed at the national level, shows gaps in learning 
behaviors, knowledge, and skills among children in various racial/ethnic groups.  These gaps are 
seen as early as in infancy, pre-school, and kindergarten (U.S. Department of Education, 
National Center of Education Statistics, 2015).  Differences are also reported in the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) at grades 4, 8, and 12.  The gap persists in reading 
scores between twelfth grade whites and blacks where scores for white students average 29 
points higher than scores for black students.  NAEP reading scores were higher in 2015 than they 
were in 2002 for female students.  However, all other racial/ethnic groups scored higher than 
Black males who showed no measurable difference from 2002 (National Center for Educational 
Statistics, May 2015). 
 In contrast to reading scores, NAEP reports that math scores were higher for males than 
for females among the White and Asian racial/ethnic groups of students.  There was no 
measurable difference between males and females of other racial/ethnic groups.  Nonetheless, all 
other racial/ethnic groups, including Hispanic males, scored higher than Black males in the 
twelfth grade (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2015).   
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 By and large, although achievement scores in 2015 surpassed those of 2002, there 
remains a persistent lag in achievement between minority and White students.  The data also 
show that there is significant growth over the last decade, and more significantly over the last 
three years, of students who are English language learners.  The percentage of English language 
learners attending schools from pre-kindergarten to twelfth grade increased from 8.7% in 2002 to 
17.2% with many urban school districts seeing enrollment increases of 20% or more for English 
language learners (National Center for Educational Statistics, May 2015). 
 Poverty is a persistent condition of Black and Hispanic children ranging in age from 0-17 
years.  In that age range, 38% of Black males and 33% of Hispanic males live in poverty 
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).  Statistics such as these should not be excuses 
for inequitable student achievement.  Powell (2016) writes that when there exist conditions in the 
home that speak of poverty such as absent parents, lack of parental involvement, and evidence of 
instability in the home, they must not be excuses for acceptance of student under achievement 
and failure.  Powell’s work points to the presence and use of a “language of academic optimism” 
(Powell, 2016), that permeates every aspect of the school and creates a culture of high 
expectations and success.  Efforts to improve and enhance parental involvement in schools are 
doomed to failure if measures to counteract, minimize, or nullify the effects of poverty are not 
undertaken. 
 
Purpose of the Study 
We live in a fast-paced, capitalistic society.  This age of information, of technological 
advancement, of a rapidly evolving family structure, and global competitiveness is not a society 
in which most parents have the luxury of choosing to stay at home to focus exclusively on their 
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offspring.  In many middle class- and certainly low income households- too many parents are 
forced to hold more than one job to provide for the basic needs of their families.  Since a large 
percentage of low income families are headed by a single parent, it is often imperative for that 
parent to work long hours away from the home.  Still others are newly immigrant families 
navigating in many areas that could be termed strange, difficult, and unfamiliar territory.  These 
are factors that undermine and stymie parental involvement.  Yet parents want to involve 
themselves in the education of their children; to be informed, and to have a voice and to share in 
the responsibility of the education of their children. 
This study posits that some of the potential reasons for the demonstration of academic 
struggle and under-achievement exhibited by low income minority and immigrant students may 
be attributed to a lack of particular parental behaviors, motivations, and resources.  Based on 
observation and discussion with parents and teachers, it appears that successful parental 
involvement is not only comprised of the parents’ attendance at school functions when invited, 
or their participation in PTA meetings, supporting meet-the-teacher event and the like, but it is 
the exhibition of certain discrete behaviors that give parents an “in” with the school – behaviors 
that afford them an acceptance and level of participation and partnership that changes their status 
from that of outsider to insider.  
The statement of purpose of this study is to investigate whether there are parental cultural 
capital behaviors of low income minority and immigrant parents that positively impact student 
achievement.  Parental cultural capital is defined as the acquisition of specific parental behaviors, 
beliefs, and resources regarding how best they support and guide the academic achievement of 
children.  The research poses the questions, "Does parental cultural capital positively influence 
academic achievement?  Further, for low income parents of low income minority and immigrant 
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students, are there specific kinds of cultural capital that positively influence academic 
achievement?  And, if so, to what extent do they serve to advance and support student 
achievement?  
Secondly, this research will focus specifically on minority students in an urban setting to 
investigate those particular parental behaviors that have the greatest positive impact on academic 
success.  The existing body of literature suggests that African American and Hispanics, in 
particular, in urban communities benefit from both formal and informal methods of parental 
involvement (Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; DeGaetano, 2007; Greene, 2013).  However, those informal 
activities that are engaged in at home and in the community are of critical benefit to minority 
and/or marginalized students.  They should be acknowledged and supported.  Instead of 
operating from the deficit model (Korn-Bursztyn, pp. 130-147), in which is promulgated the 
belief that low income minority and immigrant  parents are deficient in their parenting practices, 
schools would do better to debunk that model and tap into the strengths that parents have and can 
harness to support the academic achievement of their children. 
This investigation will add to the existing body of research on the topic of parental 
involvement and will fill the gap in the literature by discussing informal parental cultural capital 
and the effects of such capital on low income minority and immigrant students in an urban 
school district.  The findings will serve to enrich the existing literature and bring greater 
understanding to the complex systems that are at play with parental involvement in the families 






The research questions for this study are: (1) Are there forms of and barriers to cultural 
capital that influence academic achievement specific to low-income, minority, and immigrant 
students?  (2) Does parental cultural capital influence the academic achievement of low income, 
minority, and immigrant students generally?  (3) Can an emergent technology be leveraged to 
promote increased parental involvement in low-income, minority and immigrant school 
communities?  In communities of low income minority and immigrant students, one finds 
parents who work long hours, hold more than one job, or who come from backgrounds and 
practices so dis-similar from those of the school community.  School districts which serve these 
students must re-think and re-tool their ideas of parental involvement and those parental 
involvement practices that they encourage and accept.   
 Schools must also seek to develop outreach practices that allow them to tap into resources 
that counter the opposing forces of poverty.  In so doing, they better involve parents regardless of 
their socio economic, racial, and ethnic status.  Engaging and supporting parents only happen 
when schools create or build a systemic program of parent outreach.  This gives parents voice 
and avenues for support for the academic achievement of their children. 
The advancement and wider acceptance of online technologies in the nation's schools and 
colleges to support teaching and learning provide an example of how technology can be greater 
leveraged to promote higher levels of parental involvement in urban schools (Picciano, 2013; 
Kaufman, Picciano et al., 2014).  Therefore, an essential question is whether technology can 
assist in promoting and encouraging increased avenues for parental involvement in urban 
schools.  This, along with an investigation into the beliefs and practices of low income minority 
and immigrant parents of students of color regarding parental involvement can help school 
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administration create a parent force that is a true partnership with the school to advance student 
achievement. 
 
Definition of Terms 
The definitions for key terms used in this study are as follows: 
Achievement equity- This is a term used to describe the distance in scores in a given 
assessment achieved by African American and Hispanic and immigrant students 
at the lower end of the scale and White students, as well as between students from 
lower socio-economic levels compared to middle class students.   
Cultural Capital- This term describes those non-monetary procurements such as 
knowledge, skills, education, behaviors, and associations in formal and informal 
networks that build reciprocity and trust with other members of the group and 
which provide rewards in a social culture (Bourdieu, 1986; Putnam, 1993, 2000; 
Condron, 2009; Grenfell, 2011). 
Social Capital- This is the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an 
individual or group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less 
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition (Bourdieu, 
in Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Condron, 2009; Grenfell, 2011).  In a broad 
sense then, social capital means that the relations humans enter into, or the 
connections, linkages, or social responsibilities individuals have, can be converted 
into economic capital and can be a potential source of utility and benefit for them 
(Putnam, 2000). 
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Parental Involvement – Parents’ or families’ participation in and support of school related 
activities and learning activities that help to improve their children’s academic 
outcomes. 
Academic Outcomes – This term refers to knowledge and skill levels achieved by 
students based on curriculum and instruction and which is compared to state 
standards. 
Minority Group - This is a term used to define a group or groups of people based on their 
subordinate position is society as it relates to the dominant group.  It is a group 
that is singled out from the dominant group in society because of their physical 
and cultural characteristics.  A minority group is generally treated unequally or 
differently, and as a result of the treatment they experience, they generally regard 
themselves as objects of collective discrimination (Feagin & Feagin, 1999). 
Efficacy- The individual’s perception of himself/herself including beliefs about one’s 
capabilities.  These beliefs determine to what extent one acquires learning and 
develops appropriate skills.  Self-efficacy is the individual’s belief about his or 
her capacity to do what is required in order to produce the desired level of 
attainment (Brown, 2011). 
Field- The social setting in which the individual operates.  The value of capital depends 
heavily on the social setting in which it is to be activated. 
Habitus- The embodying of particular social structures such as race, gender, and class 
that are evidenced through one’s tastes, preferences, and actions.  It is one’s 
physical and psychological demeanor as a result of habitus developed over a 
period of time (Bourdieu, 1986). 
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Summary of Chapter 1 
There is still concern regarding the state of parental involvement of minority and low 
income parents in the academic achievement of their children.  Federal and State policies such as 
RTTT, NCLB, and ESSA have been re-worked and re-authorized to improve student academic 
achievement and progress.  However, negative economic conditions and a history of systemic 
hindrance in access to education for minority families have served to thwart parental 
involvement in this population.  Therefore, schools which serve urban populations have to re-
think and re-tool their traditional ideas of parental involvement and commensurate practices in 
order to better educate and support parents in their support of their children.  The following 
chapter reviews specific policies and regulations designed to increase parents’ involvement in the 
schools.  The history of education continues in the second chapter along with a definition of 




HISTORY AND POLICY 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 2 
In chapter 2, educational policies designed to raise the level and awareness of parental 
involvement in the schools are discussed in the first section.  In the second section, three specific 
policies and regulations are highlighted.  Those are No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Race to the 
Top (RTTT), and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).  Section three provides historical 
background of parental involvement in the United States of America for White and Black 
citizens.  In section four, the emergence of parent movements that include the national Parent 
Teachers Association (PTA), along with a history of such involvement, is chronicled.  Finally, 
section five offers a discussion of the concept, definition, and characteristics of urbanism and the 
concomitant challenge for families and schools.  
 
Education Policies  
It has been the practice in the past decades to address the issue of failing urban schools by 
placing greater demands on teachers and holding them often unreasonably responsible for the 
academic success of their pupils.  Commensurate with these measures is the recent practice by 
the federal government and the state to increase the level and the amount of standardized testing 
of students and to hand down to financially strapped school districts unfunded mandates that 
only serve to increase the tax burden to already financially burdened communities.  These 
approaches have not been proven to yield success for student achievement outcomes.  This is 
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evidenced today by the cacophony of rhetoric around testing and achievement and by the recent 
attempts by local, state and federal governments to address poor student achievement. 
In 2009, President Obama, speaking in support of the Race to the Top initiative, said that, 
"It is time to stop talking about reform and start actually doing it.  It is time to make education 
America's national mission" (United States Department of Education, 2009).  At this juncture in 
the twenty-first century and after more than a century of formal schooling, how best to educate 
all of the nation's children still is a troubling question.  Parental involvement, critical to student 
achievement has to be re-evaluated and re-thought for it to be effective in raising academic 
achievement and closing the achievement gap for minority and under-represented students.  
Therefore, parental involvement has to be embedded in every law or regulation that is developed 
to improve and advance the education of all of the nation’s students.  This policy, like NCLB and 
ESSA, are not primarily about parent involvement.  However, the discussion of them will focus 
on any parent components of the laws.   
 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
High parental involvement has always been associated with the academic success of 
students.  Jeynes (2003, 2016) cites parental involvement as one of the most important topics in 
education.  Public law 107-110 of January 8, 2002, designed "to close the achievement gap with 
accountability, flexibility, and choice so that no child is left behind", became the No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB) Act of 2002.  A major thrust of NCLB, Title V, afforded parents a greater 
role or voice by promoting informed parental choice, innovative programs and mandating that 
parents are afforded "substantial and meaningful opportunities to participate in the education of 
their children".  As a result of this law, parental involvement opportunities became an obligatory 
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aspect of Title 1 funding and of federal legislation known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act 
of 2001, NCLB and ESEA Reauthorization Act, 2001.  The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act ESEA was reauthorized as the NCLB Act of 2002.  This NCLB Act is the main 
federal education law that impacts education from kindergarten to twelfth grade and gives teeth 
to parental involvement and partnership with schools. 
The NCLB laws, as they pertain to parental involvement, are built on four major pillars 
or principles which entail: accountability for results, greater local control and flexibility, more 
parent choice, and school strategies based on scientific research (United States Department of 
Education, 2002).  Dunlop (2009) sees the NCLB legislation as delineating four major principles 
of increased and effective parental involvement for the twenty-first century.  These major 
principles are as follows: 
1. Parental involvement requires schools to develop and implement multilevel leadership 
that will create policies and plans to reach all families. 
2. Parental involvement must be a major element of school and classroom organization. 
3. Parental involvement is the recognition of the shared responsibility of educators and 
families for students' learning and achievement in school. 
4. Parental involvement programs must seek ways to include all families, including those 
that are currently not involved (Dunlop, 2009; Race to the Top (RTTT) Executive 
Summary, 2009). 
Even though parental involvement was not one of the major guiding principles in NCLB, one 
aspect of this regulation, as it related to parental involvement, was to push schools into 
developing and practicing meaningful relationships with parents to improve accountability and to 
bring about improved student success.  However, without concrete guidelines, schools 
24 
floundered around to identify or discover those parental involvement practices that would work 
best for them.  Schools, therefore, relied- and continue to rely on the tried and true practices of 
encouraging parents to check homework, attend PTA meetings, parent-teacher conferences and 
the like whether or not these practices might work well for their student and parent population. 
A generous portion of the NCLB legislation focuses on improving the academic 
achievement of the disadvantaged and on closing the achievement gap.  To that end, the 
legislation was designed to place accountability for student achievement squarely on the 
shoulders of the state.   
 
Race to the Top 
The Race to the Top (RTTT) initiative, under the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA) provided funds for states in order to encourage them to show “substantial gains” in 
student achievement, close the achievement gap, improve high school graduation rates, and 
ensure students’ preparation for success in college and careers (RTTT Executive Summary, 
2009).  The RTTT initiative was built around four core pillars of education reform.  They were: 
1. The adoption of standards and assessments 
2. The creation of data systems that would measure student growth and success and inform 
instruction 
3.  Recruiting, rewarding, and retaining effective principals and teachers 
4.  Turning around lowest performing schools 
The RTTT program has neglected to embed parent involvement as one of its guiding principles. 
Instead, focus has been on tying teacher evaluations to student performance, develop new teacher 
recruiting strategies, build students’ problem-solving skills, and develop STEM-focused charter 
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schools.  States had to compete for grant money by outlining their boldest, aggressive plans to 
improve education in these four areas.  This $4.35 billion competitive grant program was 
designed to incentivize education innovations at the state level to increase student achievement, 
close the achievement gap, and prepare students for college and careers (RTTT Executive 
Summary, 2009). 
 Five years and $700 million dollars later, the RTTT grant program continued to be 
plagued with controversy and consistent resistance from educators and parents who were 
afforded little input in its creation.  Under this grant, a statewide teacher evaluation system called 
the Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR) was adopted.  New common core 
standards were also adopted along with a more rigorous curriculum, and state testing of students 
began.  In 2013, as part of the AAPPR process, students’ test scores were used to arrive at a 
rating score for teachers. 
 This state of affairs gave rise to an “Opt-Out” movement to boycott standardized testing 
and to resist the implementation of the reforms under the RTTT grants program.  Essentially, the 
program organizers crafted the pillars of a program that overlooked the critical involvement of 
parents and teachers.  Architects of the program did not engage parents from its inception to 
educate them and seek their input on moving to such radical change in education.  Therefore, for 
parents and educators, they saw RTTT as a vehicle for subjecting students to excessive testing.  
Educators agreed with this and also saw RTTT as an avenue for using students’ scores to rate 
them and eventually move them out of the profession. 
 The implementation of the RTTT grant program which expired in September 2015, was 
described as horrendous (NCES, 2015; Stover, 2016).  States felt that they were taken advantage 
of at a time when they were fiscally weak and vulnerable, and, therefore, forced to apply for 
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federal funds that might relieve their financially strapped situations.  RTTT was not what federal 
and state education officials had envisaged or promised.  It was a nightmare.  Its greatest success, 
however, has been the extensive amount of professional development afforded teachers under 
this grant program. 
 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
In December, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA).  This is a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA) of 1965.  ESSA 
replaces NCLB and includes many of the key reforms promulgated through NCLB and 
continued through the RTTT grant program.  ESSA was developed to ensure that all students 
receive the same quality educational opportunity through the following mandates: 
1. Holding all students to high academic standards that prepare them for success in college 
and careers. 
2. Requiring that, when students fall behind, steps are taken to help them, and their schools, 
improve with a particular emphasis on the lowest performing five percent of Title 1 
schools, high schools with low graduation rates, and schools where sub-groups, including 
students from low-income families, English language learners, students with disabilities, 
and students of color, are falling behind. 
3. Empowering State and local decision makers to continue to refine their own systems for 
school improvement. 
4. Continuing to require annual, comparable statewide assessments, so that parents and 
educators have the information they need to make sure children are making progress, 
while encouraging review and elimination of unnecessary tests.  
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5. Establishing as part of the ESSA programs to: 
a.  Provide more children with access to high-quality preschool- similar to the current 
Pre-school Development Grants program; 
b.  Spur innovations developed by educators at the local level and evidence-based 
strategies for high-need students- similar to the current Investing in Innovation (i3) 
grant program; 
c.  Encourage States and districts to put in place new supports for teachers and school 
leaders, including increases in compensation that are based in part on student learning 
and other measures: 
d.  Support innovative and evidence-based teacher and leader recruitment, preparation, 
and development; 
e.  Support comprehensive wraparound services from early learning to college and 
career in high-need communities- similar to the current Promise Neighborhoods grant 
program; 
f.  Replicate and expand high-performing charter schools for high-need students –
similar to the current High-Quality Public Charter School Replication and Expansion 
grants program; 
g.  provide continued support for magnet schools designed to improve diversity and 
increase academic achievement; 
6.  Protecting students from low-income families and students of color from being taught at 
disproportionate rates by ineffective teachers- building on existing State Plans to Ensure 
Equitable Access to Excellent Educators (Key Policy Letters Signed by Education 
Secretary and the Deputy Secretary, December 2015). 
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The ESSA act, like NCLB, is a bipartisan bill in that it has the support of both parties.  
ESSA also includes many of the key reforms previously called for to reduce the burden of 
NCLB. Further, it is an attempt to ensure educational opportunity for all. 
Unlike NCLB that was viewed as prescriptive through federal level policies, incentives, 
and punitive sanctions, ESSA allows states greater flexibility to create their own accountability 
goals and measures in consultation with school districts and other stakeholders such as parents 
and Boards of Education (Stover, 2016).  Annual students’ progress will still be measured.  
However, states are encouraged to reduce the amount of testing and create only those tests that 
provide to teachers and parents “actionable” information about students’ learning and progress.  
In announcing the ESSA program, President Obama said of America, “We are a place 
that believes every child, no matter where they come from, can grow up to be anything they want 
… And I’m confident that if we fix No Child Left Behind, if we continue to reform American 
education, continue to invest in our children’s future, that’s the America we will always be” 
(President Obama on the NCLB Act, March, 2011). 
 
Brief Historical Background 
Centuries ago education was a privilege largely for males, parents were instrumental in 
assisting their sons achieve academic success.  They encouraged their sons and created an 
atmosphere in the home that facilitated study and academic achievement (Berger, 1981).  During 
the 17th and 18th centuries, children received an education only if their parents’ economic status 
allowed it.  It was the norm for affluent parents to send their children to Latin and Preparatory 
schools or to seek the services of private tutors.  However, working class parents guided their 
children into trade and apprenticeship opportunities.  Working class parents and landowners in 
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the southern parts of America, viewed the maintenance and the operation of agricultural lands 
more valuable than formal education and so steered their children away from the minimal public 
education available at the time (Mullins, 2001). 
In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries when North American colonies were 
still under British rule, it was the responsibility of parents to provide the education for their 
children.  Colonies were granted local control of education (Pulliam, 1987).  For example, the 
Massachusetts colony, like many other colonies in North America, passed a law in 1642 that 
required all parents to educate their children in reading, religion, and trade.  Since many parents 
did not comply with the law, local leaders pressed for and enacted a law that mandated the hiring 
of a teacher for every fifty children in a town.  
The teacher was paid out of local funds.  Therefore, parents controlled the governance of 
the school, provided parental support for the curriculum, had input in the selection of teachers 
and supported religious teachings in the school (Hiatt-Michael, 1994; Sanders, 1998).  Early 
American schools reflected the religious beliefs of the community since many of the colonies 
were founded by immigrants who had fled Europe seeking religious freedom.  Religion, reading, 
and writing were the bedrock of the curriculum (Pulliam, 1987). 
 
Education in the States 
The New England states essentially became the first region of the United States to 
establish a system of education supported and funded by the community.  It was in this area of 
the nation that an educational program known as Sunday School was established.  This was 
envisioned and implemented by a community person, Robert Raikes who was a pioneer of the 
Sunday School movement.  Raikes was a wealthy man of his time as he had inherited a 
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newspaper business from his father.  In 1780, Raikes began the school.  It was held on Sunday 
because the boys worked in the various factories for the other six days.  The teachers in the 
school were lay people; the curriculum was learning to read and write; and the textbook was the 
Bible.  Sunday school was a method for providing a basic education to the children of the poor in 
an effort to raise them out of ignorance and sin (Pulliam & Van Patten, 1995).  Girls were 
allowed to attend the school many years later.   
Citizens in the southeast area of the United States established a program for educating 
their children.  They set up schools in old buildings on abandoned agricultural land.  The schools 
were called old field schools and were funded by the community.  These old field schools were a 
precursor to today’s private schools.  Community members often paid for those students whose 
families were unable to afford the fees charged.  As the country experienced social and financial 
progress, the community looked to find ways to educate all of its children regardless of race and 
national origins (New York Historical Society, 2007).   
 
Education of Black Citizens 
There was one exception to this practice.  It was that since slavery was still a legal 
practice, Black children were excluded from education in these public schools.  Laws were 
passed that made it a criminal offense to teach persons of color, especially African Americans 
(Sanders, 1998).  This allowed the South to exclude the African American population from 
public and private education and therefore, keeping them burdened with the handicapping 




The Emergence of Parent Movements 
Increasingly, the education of children was usurped by public school bureaucracy and 
parents felt the need to regain voice in the education of their children.  For this reason, mothers 
sought ways to be involved, and, in 1897, formed a group called the National Congress of 
Mothers (NCM).  Members of this group were comprised of middle and upper class mothers.  
They met with teachers on Saturdays and would address concerns that ranged from curricula to 
issues of child growth and development.  The teachers would then take these concerns to the 
principal.  Another role of members of NCM was to encourage and solicit other parents to 
become active members of the group and force needed changes in the schools.  This group was 
influential in improving public school for children.  Through advocacy and education, the PTA, 
born from the NCM, is credited for improving children’s lives in areas such as: 
1. Creation of kindergarten classes 
2. Child labor laws 
3. Public health service 
4. Hot and healthy lunch programs 
5. Juvenile justice systems 
6. Mandatory immunizations 
7. Arts in education 
8. School safety (National PTA. Retrieved September 29, 2015). 
The Parent Teacher Association (PTA) with which most are familiar, was formed from the roots 
of the NCM and is active in almost every American school today.  A major role of the PTA was 
to "Americanize newcomers to the country and to teach middle class parenting" (Davies, 1992).  
Parents, additionally, became increasingly involved in legal matters pertaining to education for 
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all students.  Some of those legal battles were the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka where 
the courts ruled that separate schools for black and white children did not provide an equal 
opportunity to all students.  For more than a century, the PTA's aim has been to improve the 
educational experience, health, and safety of every child in America.  The PTA gained support 
and momentum from the growing body of research that touted the value of parent support and 
involvement in student achievement.  Today, the PTA is still a voice for children, a resource for 
schools, and maintains its strong stance for the advocacy of public education.  The PTA's core 
values are: 
1. Collaboration: working in partnership with individuals and organizations to enhance their 
service for children. 
2. Commitment: The PTA remains committed to the educational success, the health and 
safety of all children. 
3. Diversity: regardless of race, ethnicity, socio-economic status, political and religious 
affiliations, disability, gender, geographic location, sexual orientation, the PTA 
acknowledges the potential of all. 
4. Respect: all contributions are valued and respected. 
5. Accountability: all members recognizes a shared responsibility for achieving the 
association's goals. 
The National PTA describes its mission and values as that of "mak[ing] every child's potential a 
reality by engaging and empowering families and communities to advocate for all children" 
(www.PTA.org).  Parents were increasingly encouraged to actively involve themselves in their 
children’s education.  To that end, they were encouraged to attend and participate in PTA 
activities and meeting, monitor students' homework, sign homework and report cards, and attend 
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parent -teacher conferences.  Parents were depended upon to volunteer their time for fundraising 
activities that supplemented existing funding and provided for extracurricular activities and 
opportunities for their children.   
 
History of Parental Involvement 
Parental involvement has been a topic of interest in the educational canon of research for 
decades.  In the early nineteenth century, philosophers and researchers found that there is a role 
and responsibility of parents in the education of their children.  The responsibilities were dictated 
by the times or the era and so have changed through the decades.  In 1932, Willard Waller wrote 
about parents' role in their children's education.  Although he defined that role as often 
conflicting with that of the teacher's, it was still one in which the parent sought the best interest 
of his or her own child.   
Through interviews of adults who parented in the post-colonial era of the 1950's and 
1960's some insight is gleaned about the ways in which parents have been participants in their 
children’s education during that time.  These parents told that it was often their practice to visit 
the schools which their children attended, without having been required or summoned to do so, 
and talk with the teachers regarding their children's progress.  Many described how they 
encouraged homework time and extra reading in their homes by creating the atmosphere for 
doing so, by making sure that visiting the local library and borrowing books were regular 
practices for their children, and seeking out the resources needed in an effort to advance their 
children academically.   
Despite the fact that for centuries, almost all European American citizens enjoyed the 
increasing benefit of governmental support and educational opportunities, this privilege was not 
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afforded citizens of African descent.  For more than 100 years, African Americans were denied 
equal opportunity to education through an organized system of local and governmental 
hindrances.  Despite that fact, these parents often took matters into their own hands to 
manipulate and to acquire educational opportunity for Black children to attend government and 
community supported schools. 
High parental involvement has been historically linked to student success (Hiatt-Michael, 
1994; Yan, 2000; Jones & Davis, 2009; Cucchiara & Horvatt, 2009; Causey et al., 2015; Jeynes, 
2003, 2005, 2007, 2016).  It is a key factor in the academic success of students.  But what does 
that involvement look like in the twenty-first century for students of color in urban school 
districts?  It is my experience as a teacher and administrator for over thirty years in urban school 
districts that a critical variable that persists with well-performing students is that one or both of a 
student's parents, guardians, or interested adult are actively involved in partnering with the 
school and in monitoring, advocating for, and supporting their children's academic preparation 
and performance both in and out of school.  These parents were not only active members in the 
school community to provide voice and leadership for their children, they also believed in the 
value of education and held high expectations for their children and for themselves as parents as 
well as building into their children characteristics of resilience and resourcefulness for success.   
 
Urban Schools in Suburban Communities 
In the past few decades, modes of urban life and social organization have established 
themselves in suburban areas.  Despite the visible trappings of suburban life, many suburban 
areas evidence the development and the existence of characteristics of urbanism.  Schools 
provide the lens through which the existence of urbanism can be detected. One characteristic of 
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an urban school can be seen by evaluating the teaching staff.  Although the research is limited 
with regard to teacher selection, schools differ in the types of teachers they select to staff their 
schools (Wirth, 1938; Lankford et al., 2002; Cucchiara & Horvatt, 2009).  
 Even though school districts may hire from the same pool of teacher applicants, schools 
with a higher percentage of poor, racial and ethnic minority, and children of immigrants tend to 
hire less qualified teachers (Lankford, 2002).  It is important to note here that there are 
exceptions to this practice in some urban school communities.  School districts which educate 
minority students tend to seek to hire staff reflective of their student population.  This does not 
mean that minority teachers are less qualified.  However, many minority teachers graduate from 
lower ranked degree granting institutions and some score lower on teacher qualifying exams 
(Pflaum & Abramson, 1990; Lankford et al., 2002; Cucchiara, 2009).  As an administrator in an 
urban/suburban school district serving a minority student population, it is not uncommon to 
encounter minority aspirants to teaching positions who experience difficulty in passing 
qualifying exams in their content areas.   
 The hiring practices in school districts can also be markedly different.  Affluent suburban 
school districts are more efficient and targeted in their hiring practices.  One way in which this is 
done is that these districts spend money on strategies aimed at attracting the best teachers 
through aggressive recruiting practices.  Another is that the community is, by and large, 
generally supportive of spending optimally through tax dollars to pay more competitive salaries 
for the best teachers. 
 Urban communities, often with a tax base that is smaller than that of a suburban 
community but larger than that of a rural one, are constrained from supporting larger teacher 
salaries and more generous teacher contracts to attract the higher paid more experienced teacher.  
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In many of these districts, even though the experienced teacher, by and large, is more desirable, 
poorer districts are forced to hire the younger, inexperienced teacher candidate (Ballou & 
Podgursky, 1997; Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007; Lewis-McCoy, 2015).  Non-white, poor, and 
students who are English language learners and who attend urban schools, tend more often to 
experience teachers who are less skilled.  Although there are exceptions, students in urban 
schools tend to be poor, low-performing, and to be taught by teachers who are less qualified than 
their suburban peers.  Furthermore, students in urban schools are reported to reach basic 
proficiency half as often as their non-urban peers (Comer & Haynes, 1991; Urban Challenge, 
1998; Fantuzzo et al., 2004, 2012). 
 
Characteristics of an Urban Population 
What makes a school or school district urban is not always its location but the 
characteristics of the population served.  Urban schools must confront the troubling 
characteristics of urbanism as presented by students and their families.  The poverty level is often 
high as measured by the percentage of students eligible for free and reduced meals.   
 The makeup of families informs the level of urbanism of a student body and community.  
The urban school serves families in which there is a high percentage of single parent households.  
Further, one finds many instances of more than one family occupying a single home.  This means 
that homes are subdivided and rented out and is a strong indicator of the existence of poverty.  
Additionally, these kinds of living arrangements constitute poor living conditions and put a strain 
on the tax rolls since many families are not paying their fair share of school and other taxes.  
Furthermore, many parents might work long, inflexible hours, and/or more than one job to 
provide, at least minimally, for their families.   
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 Another characteristic of the existence of the urban way of life in suburbia is that urban 
schools tend to have many students who are children of immigrants and who are English 
language learners (Wirth, 1938; Lankford et al., 2002; Cucchiara, 2009).  Under these 
conditions, parents are largely unable to participate in the traditional activities indicative of basic 
parental involvement in the schools and in their children’s education.  Many immigrant parents 
are unfamiliar with the school system and maintain a “hands-off” stance regarding their 
children’s education.  They bring their cultural beliefs that the school and all school business is 
for the educators and not for them.  One high school student of immigrant parents recently 
remarked that her parents did not know how to be involved and that they have to be taught.  This 
is reflective of many in this community.  
Further, as a result of their living and working conditions and schedules peculiar to 
immigrants, they are often unable to volunteer in the schools, attend parent-teacher meetings, 
PTA meetings, monitor their children’s study and play hours, or act as advocates on behalf of 
their children.  For the most part, these parents visit the school only when directed to do so by 
the school.  For some, complying with that directive alone requires a huge effort. 
The political atmosphere in this nation today has dealt a blow to school districts who 
work with immigrant families and students.  They are now faced with the real threat of 
deportation and the tearing apart of families under the current leadership. Students and parents 
live in fear that is serving to shut the door to involvement and engagement as parents keep a low 





Urbanism – Traditional Definition 
Urbanity is not defined solely by boundaries and location but by certain characteristics of 
the population.  Therefore, the code word for urban is minority.  Cities are characterized as 
urban.  This definition or description stems from the peculiar characteristics of the conditions in 
which city dwellers live.  In urban areas a large percentage of families tend to be headed by one 
parent who is often the mother.  In the same way that cities hold promise for jobs and 
opportunity, so too do urban communities and especially those that border commercial areas.  
These communities attract a large foreign born population.  Another characteristic peculiar to 
urbanism is the pervasive presence of poverty.  Urbanism refers to any area where characteristics 
of city life are evidenced.  As long as we identify urbanism with the physical entity of the city, 
viewing it merely as rigidly delimited in space, and proceed as if urban attributes abruptly cease 
to be manifested beyond an arbitrary boundary line, we are not likely to arrive at any adequate 
conception of urbanism as a mode of life (Wirth, 1938).  Urban is not so much a place as it is a 
way of life. 
 
Urbanism- Non-Negative Definition 
 Another definition of urban is that of being “progressive” (Tyack, p.7).  It is the concept 
of having characteristics of expertise and efficiency and of casting off or eschewing behaviors 
and attitudes that smack of elitism.  The positive aspect of urbanism as it pertains to urban 
schools and communities is that it speaks to the presence of diversity in a positive sense and to 
the access to commensurate resources that such diversity brings.  From this viewpoint, schools 
can tap into cultural resources and multi-linguistic potential for all students.   
39 
 Nonetheless, even in the push for re-definition, the pejorative definition persists as 
‘urban” continues to be defined as communities for the poor and minority populations. There 
continues to be a systematic effort to withhold equal educational opportunities to access and to 
choice even into this twenty-first century. Market-driven policies and those old educational 
policies that continue to reinforce inequality for low-income and minority students perpetuate the 
traditional definition of urbanism (Harris and Fessenden in The New York Times, May 2017). 
 
Rural and Urban School Similarities 
 For generations the concept of rural life has been separate and distinct from that of urban 
living.  Rural living had been characterized by traditional folk ways and a “jack-of-all-trades” 
characterization of the individual.  Instead of specialization, the individual was expected to be 
fairly competent in many areas of skill.   
 Rural schools at that time were controlled by the community.  Schools served as a means 
of integrating the community as they often were the center of all other aspects of community life 
outside of the homes.  In the early twentieth century, the rural school house did not only serve 
the educational needs of the school at the time, but it also was the center for religious instruction 
and debate, political discourse, social interaction events, and opportunities to literary and 
dramatic exposure.  Essentially, the rural school integrated the community (Tyack, p. 17). 
 Soon, evolving factors brought about a change to rural schools.  Encroaching 
industrialization, consequent demographic shifts that included the migration from rural areas to 
the cities, the establishing of large factories in rural areas, and increased commercialization and 
mechanization served to change rural areas. As a result of these conditions, rural areas began to 
see an influx of European immigrants. Their migration to these communities caused them to be 
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viewed in a similar negative light as were urban communities.  The new rural dwellers had come 
to be viewed as ignorant, poor, and lacking in initiative and self-reliance (Tyack, p.  33). 
 As rural youth migrated to the cities, soon the rural school relinquished its centralizing 
role to that of the saloons, pool-rooms, and barber shops.  Today, rural communities, many of 
which are not of minority populations, grapple with struggles similar to that of urban 
communities. Those struggles stem from poverty, lack of resources, and of being viewed as 
second class citizens.   
 
Suburban as Urban 
 As the cities became increasingly congested, often unsafe, and characterized by 
inadequate and ineffective school systems, many middle class families sought exodus.  Just as 
rural families fled to the surrounding cities in earlier years, in the late twentieth century, Black 
families fled the cities to surrounding suburbs.   
 Nonetheless, there was a difference.  Instead of being able to settle in communities of 
their choosing, many were routinely red-lined into pre-selected suburban areas.  As a result, 
Black families soon became concentrated into a few communities in the suburbs.  The schools 
which their children attended soon were viewed and classified as minority schools.  It was not 
uncommon for these schools to suffer from inadequate resources - due to the manner in which 
schools are funded through community taxation; second-tier teachers, and limited parental 
involvement in the schools.   
 In later years, political and economical factors -both nationally and internationally 
brought a new wave of second language learner immigrants to these minority school districts. 
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Thus, all factors considered, these districts, though in suburbia, demonstrate decidedly urban 
characteristics and are urban schools in suburban districts.   
Urban, therefore, is as urban does.  Faced with these characteristics of urbanism in 
suburban areas, school districts must rethink and restructure their strategies for parental 
education, parental outreach, and parental involvement to more effectively serve students of 
racial and ethnic minorities, to increase those students’ levels of academic achievement, and 
realize achievement opportunity and equity for all students.  Urban schools which experience 
successes in achievement equity and which serve low income minority and immigrant students 
involve parents differently.  These schools keep parents constantly informed regardless of 
language.  Moreover, they seek to partner and connect with local churches and various 
community and after-school programs.  They communicate and maintain an expectation of 
parental partnership and a collective or group efficacy that contributes to student achievement.  
 
Summary of Chapter 2 
Well intentioned policies and regulations can place burdens on schools as a result of 
being enacted.  Policies and regulations such as NCLB, RTTT, and ESSA were developed in an 
effort to improve student and teacher performance.  However, the involvement of parents were 
not core guiding principles in these policies.  
RTTT was built around four reform pillars to increase student achievement, close the 
achievement equity gap, and prepare all students for college and career.  The NCLB also 
delineates four guiding principles.  Those are (1) accountability for student achievement, (2) 
school choice, (3) flexibility in the way in which school districts use federal funds to improve 
student achievement, (4) research-based education.  The NCLB also gave some focus to the 
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inclusion of parental involvement for the twenty-first century and beyond.  NCLB placed 
substantial focus on improving the academic achievement of the at-risk student population.  
Further, one impetus of the NCLB was to shift accountability for student achievement on the 
schools more so than on parents. By so doing, it de-emphasizes parental involvement.  This is a 
major criticism of NCLB.  Finally, ESSA is intended to ease the burden imposed on schools 
through NCLB and attempts to ensure equity in educational opportunity for all.  The largely 
omitting of parental involvement from the core guiding principles in these laws indicates that 
parental involvement has not been given top-priority in them.  Despite the glaring omission, 
schools have persisted in finding ways to encourage, engage, and promote parents in the schools.  
Education in America is chronicled in this chapter from the nineteenth century to present, 
along with the emergence of parent movements and their evolvement into modern-day PTA 
groups or organizations.   
The singular characteristics of urban communities and the schools that serve them are 
discussed in addition to the challenges and opportunities commensurate with increasing, and 




THEORIES OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 3 
The work of social theorists is also reviewed in light of parent involvement.  In this 
chapter, I review theories of parental involvement and the theory of economic, social, and 
cultural capital.  Focus is placed on Pierre Bourdieu’s theory that parents will be involved in a 
meaningful way only when the cultural capital that they accumulate is sanctioned or can be 
leveraged by the dominant culture within the school.  The importance of social capital is 
discussed.  The macro theory is developed from Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital.  The 
middle range theory emanates from Epstein’s model of parental involvement.  This is followed 
by Jeynes’ theory on the relationship between parental involvement and race, ethnicity, and 
poverty.  A visual representation of the theoretical model is provided in this chapter.   
 
Introduction 
The theoretical perspective of this study is based on the idea that there is a relationship 
between the school’s ability to recognize, value, and leverage the cultural capital of its families 
and the level of student achievement attained.  Many social theorists have argued that when 
families are culturally disconnected from the school, that state of disconnectedness surfaces as a 
significant factor in the underachievement of students.  The more closely that the behavior of 
families reflects that of the dominant culture and majority or mainstream behaviors, the more 
academic advantage the student has.  Students, then, are better able to conform to the norms and 
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expectations of the school instead of running afoul of the expectations of the mainstream culture.  
Consequently, they are poised to realize academic achievement. 
This investigation into the impact of leveraged social and cultural capital of low-income 
minority and immigrant families will examine Bourdieu’s theoretical framework in an effort to 
analyze parental involvement of low-income minority and immigrant parents in an urban school 
community.  Pierre Bourdieu (1990, 1992) ascribes to the tools of habitus, field, and capital in 
explaining the social practices of the individual.  These three tools of habitus, field, and capital 
are addressed later in this chapter.  In order to more fully understand Bourdieu’s theoretical 
framework of practice, each of his theoretical assumptions must be discussed separately with an 
explanation of how they function together to the benefit of the individual.  Bourdieu sees capital 
under the three distinct labels of economic, social, and cultural capital.  
 
Economic capital 
Economic capital according to Bourdieu is that “which is immediately and directly 
convertible into money and may be institutionalized in the form of property rights” (p. 243).  For 
example, achieving advanced degrees or training in particular high level skills can be converted 
into income and hence economic capital.  Economic capital provides the launching pad to 
Bourdieu’s other forms of capital such as social and cultural capital.  Moreover, it is economic 
capital that allows the individual the opportunity to gain and build both cultural and social 
capital.  Therefore, the three forms of capital are very closely related; the acquisition of which 
are very dependent on economic capital.  Economic capital is universal in nature.  It is easily 
recognizable and commonly accepted as such throughout all world cultures and societies.  The 
individual’s ability to acquire and to participate in the trappings of economic capital identifies 
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him/her as having that kind of capital.  Therefore, economic capital is the easiest of the three to 
define and to understand because of its universal characteristics or universality.   
 
Social capital 
Social capital as purported by Bourdieu is based on social relationships and is “a network 
of lasting social relationships” (Bourdieu in Grenfell and James, 1998, p. 20), and is that font of 
resources which members of the group can access because of their membership in the group.  
Bourdieu (1977) writes of social capital that it is “the aggregate of the actual or potential 
resources which are linked to the possession of a durable network of more or less 
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition that provides each of its 
members with the backing of the collectively-owned capital, which entitles them to credit, in the 
various sense of the word” (p. 248-249).  Essentially, then, social capital describes the benefits 
which are gained or can be leveraged from participation in or having access to certain social 
networks or groups.  
Bourdieu advances the inter-connectedness between social and cultural capital.  He and 
other social theorists support the link between social and cultural capital and suggest that class 
difference and the ways in which society is stratified affects the individual’s acquisition of social 
capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Lareau, Horvat, & Weininger, 2003).  Social capital, therefore, is 
relationally based.  That is, for the most part, the social capital an individual attains is based on 
associations made, access to groups that can be leveraged, and the relationships that he/she 
develops within and between groups.  
Putnam (1993) offers a definition of social capital as “connections among individuals” 
and further as “social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from 
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them” (p.19).  Others such as Lareau (2003); Horvat et al (2003); Jeynes (2005, 2015), and 
Wilson (2015), advance similar arguments.  Additionally, they purport that race and class are 
game changers in the acquisition of social capital in that they add a different dimension to the 
way in which social capital functions.  Putnam argues that “racial and class inequalities in access 
to social capital….may be as great as inequalities in financial capital” (p. 6).  Essentially, they 
advance the idea that lack of access to accepted social networks can have the same effect as lack 
of financial resources on the ability to gain access to advantage.  These theorists also opine that 
the individual’s well-being is not only affected by the social resources of one’s parents, but also 
by the resources of the ethnic group to which the individual’s parents belong.  Therefore race and 
class are factors that can impede social and financial capital.  Lin (2000) continues to advance 
the argument by describing poor, minority, and immigrant parents as belonging to “resource-
poor networks” who do not have the reservoirs or the “drawing fund of social capital available in 
time of need (Coleman, 1998), when they need to advocate for their children. 
Anderson (2016), L’Heureux (2014), Greene (2013), Howard (2008), Bratlinger (2003), 
and Lin (2000) suggest that low-income minority and immigrant families have limited 
knowledge and skill in navigating the school system.  Further, they also have developed limited 
relationships with other parents who are well-networked and with educators who can help them 
gain access to resources.  Essentially, they do not build and consequently do not benefit from 
networks of social capital.  These social capital deficient parents are unable to use social or 
cultural capital to obtain desired outcomes for their children.  For these reasons, it begs the 
conclusion that schools who serve low-income minority and immigrant families experience low 
levels of parental involvement and even lesser levels of involvement as it pertains to decision 
making, collaboration, and student advocacy. 
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Cultural Capital 
Cultural capital, as Bourdieu theorizes, impacts the academic progress or advancement of 
students.  Cultural capital is defined as the acquisition of manners, skills, and access to social 
networks, resources, and institutions that serve to identify the individual as a member of a 
desirable social class.  Another definition of cultural capital is found in its reference to non-fiscal 
assets that involve social, educational, and intellectual knowledge.  Such knowledge is provided 
to children who grow up in intellectually sophisticated families (Bourdieu & Waccquant, 1992; 
Kingston, 2001; Lareau, 2001; Bourdieu in Szeman, 2011).   
This research is conducted to determine whether there are specific parental behaviors, 
beliefs, and resources that contribute to student achievement in low-income minority, Hispanic, 
and immigrant populations as measured by standardized assessments.  The specific research 
question addressed is “Does parental cultural capital impact the academic achievement of low-
income minority, Hispanic, and immigrant students?”  Pierre Bourdieu theorizes that cultural 
capital impacts the academic progress or advancement of students.  It is strongly tied to 
economic and social capital, since the acquisition of these two determine the individual’s 
development of cultural capital.  
 In order to develop a macro level theory, this research draws upon Pierre Bourdieu's 
theory of cultural capital.  Secondly, in an effort to arrive at a middle range theory, some 
attention is placed on Pedro Noguera's ideas of Black families and cultural capital.  However, a 
more targeted lens is placed on the evaluation of Epstein’s model of parental involvement as it 
relates to parents in an urban setting.  Further, the definition of parental engagement was shaped 
partially by Greene (2013) and more so by Jeynes (2005, 2016), who focuses on the socio-
economic variable of parental engagement and from which the research question was developed 
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Figure 3.1: Visual Representation of the Theoretical Framework 
 
This study differs from others concerning the impact of parental engagement and student 
achievement on several fronts.  Parental engagement, parental involvement and parental cultural 
capital are similar concepts in that they all refer to ways in which parents are a part of their 
children’s education.  Parental cultural capital differs from parental engagement and parental 
involvement in that cultural capital specifically refers to informal parental behaviors, attitudes, 
and resources that impact student achievement.  It is more than the active involvement of parents 
in school based activities. It is the underpinning or impetus to involvement and the font of the 
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supports that are available to be leveraged and which dictate how and to what extent parents will 
be involved.   
Generally, studies regarding parental engagement and student achievement are 
comparative studies in which students of color are compared with white students (Jeynes, 2003, 
2005, 2016).  This is not a comparative study that focuses on race.  Rather, this is a study of the 
impact of parental behaviors, attitudes and resources on the achievement of low income minority 
and immigrant students, specifically Black and Hispanic students.  Another difference between 
this study and others is that it focuses on identifying informal parental engagement behaviors that 
were separate from school but which could still potentially have strong impact on student 
achievement.   
Bourdieu maintains that the culture of the dominant class is both spread out among and 
rewarded through the educational system of that society and as a result, those students who 
conform to and appropriate that culture the most effectively and efficiently will prosper 
academically and benefit socio-economically.  Moreover, the acquisition of cultural capital and 
the consequent access to academic rewards depend on the cultural capital passed down by the 
family, which, in turn, is largely dependent on social class.  Further, Dumais (2002) writes that 
“to acquire cultural capital a student must have the ability to receive and internalize it”.  Other 
researchers support this statement (Lareau & McNamarra, 1999; Lareau, 2000, 2003).  Much of 
this framework is drawn from the theory of forms of capital put forth by Pierre Bourdieu (1986) 
who advances that there are three types of capital: social, cultural, and economic. 
 Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital implies that there is “automatic privilege passing 
from family to child” (Lareau & Horvatt, 1999).  Researchers, Lareau and Horvatt, refute this 
and argue that social class, though tied to educational outcomes, still places student academic 
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performance and achievement at the core of educational access in America (Lareau, Horvatt 
1999).  Pedro Noguera (2008) uses Bourdieu’s work to suggest that parents who use their 
cultural capital are able to influence change in their children’s schools as well as positively 
influence their children’s teachers.  He argues that if a teacher knows that a child's parent is 
involved then s/he is likely to regard the student differently from one whose parents are not 
involved in their child's schooling. 
Parents of racial/ethnic low income minorities must consider what cultural capital they 
possess and whether that cultural capital is acceptable by the dominant class.  There are two 
critical distinctions of how capital exists using Bourdieu’s view of the social world.  Those two 
distinctions are as follows: 
1. “All individuals have social capital to invest or activate in a variety of social settings 
or fields.  However, all social or cultural capital does not have the same value in a 
given field. 
2. To be of value in a given field, social and cultural capital must be activated”. (Lareau 
& Horvatt, 1999; Dumais, 2002). 
Therefore, for educators and parents of low-income minority and immigrant students, 
especially those in urban settings, it is critical that they value the capital that parents activate and 
help to build upon those skills that they bring to bear in the activation of that capital.  The kinds 
of capital evidenced are a strong participation in religious services in an effort to build in and 
provide a moral compass for their children.  Parents value good behavior in their children and 
inculcate in them manners and politeness.  Capital is evidenced also in parents’ belief in the 
importance of education even though many view the acquisition of education to be largely the 
responsibility of the school.  Parents often raise their children’s awareness of a sense of their 
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heritage and, by example, teach resilience and the overcoming of obstacles.  This is what capital 
looks like if untethered from economic advantage.  It becomes the moral and ethical obligation 
of school leadership to create schools that value all cultural capital and aid parents in the 
leveraging of that capital for the benefit of all students.  
 
Field and Habitus   
The application, however, of Pierre Bourdieu’s (1986) Cultural Capital Theory (CCT) 
that speaks to the concept of field, habitus, and specifically cultural capital, offers a theoretical 
context as a basis for hypothesizing about Epstein’s six parental involvement constructs.  In this 
theoretical framework, field is the school environment and includes the norms, values, and 
behavioral expectations desired and communicated by the dominant group within that milieu.  
Habitus encompasses the individual’s values and is the lens through which the individual sees 
the world and experiences the consequences of his or her actions. 
The degree of fit between the field (school) and the parent’s habitus (values) serves as a 
gauge of the level of CC that a parent possesses to successfully navigate within the field.  The 
greater the distance between the habitus and the field, the greater the presence of 
misunderstanding, suspicion, distrust, and behaviors that speak to the devaluing of individuals.  
Parents who do not experience a good fit between the school and their values find that they bring 
limited CC to the field that can be leveraged for their children’s academic support.  Those 
parents feel less welcome, uncomfortable, frustrated and tend to be involved peripherally at best.  
They certainly do not feel that they can provide advocacy for their children or that their actions 
can have efficacy. 
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The idea of cultural capital having an effect on promoting academic success of students 
emanates from Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction theory.  Bourdieu suggests that the family’s and 
the individual’s cultural resources serve as a form of non-material capital (Jaeger, 2009) that 
does not function as economic capital but carries similar weight and value in a social sense.  
Bourdieu’s definition of cultural capital finds variations within the literature (Lareau & 
McNamara, 1999; Lareau, 1987; Lareau & Weringer, 2003; Dika & Singh, 2002).  However, his 
definition can be generalized to pertain to “knowledge of the dominant conceptual and normative 
codes inscribed in culture” (Jaeger 2009).  Knowledge of the dominant codes and the ability to 
activate them for the benefit of the student is an attestation of being in possession of the right 
cultural capital. 
 
Extrinsic Cultural Capital 
Cultural capital is reflected in the kind of manners displayed, people skills acquired, 
social networks and resources available to the individual, and the institutions to which he 
belongs.  These serve to identify the individual as belonging to the desired social class and 
possessing the skills associated with the dominant class.  Another definition of cultural capital 
can be found in its references to non-fiscal assets that involve social, educational, and intellectual 
knowledge provided to children who grow up in intellectually sophisticated families. 
What is defined as cultural capital varies from one study to the other (DiMaggio & Mohr, 
1985; Lareau, 1989, 2003; Useem, 1992; Farkas, 1992; Brattinger, 1993; Lareau & Horvatt, 
1999; Lareau & Weininger, 2003).  Nonetheless, two basic approaches for defining cultural 
capital emerge.  The first is to identify the values within the particular field and then to ascertain 
the degree to which the individual’s habitus aligns with that field and provides a fit.  What this 
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means is that one identifies that which the dominant culture (teachers and administrators) 
endorses as desirable traits and measures student and parent values against those traits.  Lareau 
and Weininger (2003) suggests that the dominant institution often values behaviors that reflect 
“high-brow” activities and which denote elite status and high status within society.  Behaviors 
such as visiting the museums, reading newspapers, books, and magazines at home, going to the 
theatre, possessing appreciation for classical music and the like are desirable and strong 
indicators of possessing cultural capital (DiMaggio, 1985; Bourdieu in Cultural Theory, 2011). 
 In “Forms of Capital”, Bourdieu writes that “…any given competence functions as 
cultural capital if it enables appropriation of the cultural heritage of a society” (Bourdieu in 
Cultural Theory, 2011).  Based on this statement, the concept of cultural capital can be further 
defined in stricter terms.  Instead of determining whether students’ homes have a piano, or 
whether they listen to classical music, participate in art classes, travel to Europe or to some “in” 
vacation spot annually, or bring impeccable styles of behavior and comportment to class, 
educators need to look at how those behaviors are valued alongside of the specific behaviors and 
values of the students and parents served by the institution.  Nonetheless, cultural capital is 
determined by the dominant class; and every individual has social capital to invest or activate in 
any given social setting or field.  It is the challenge of educators to identify the capital and help 
parents leverage it to improve academic achievement for their children. 
 
Intrinsic Cultural Capital 
Another aspect of involvement gleaned from the research is that of parents participating 
at the school level and supporting the learning needs of the child.  When schools serve low-
income minority families and immigrant families including those who are English language 
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learners, they find that these families view their roles and that of the school differently.  As 
mentioned before, it is not uncommon for parents in this population to believe that their role is to 
prepare the child morally and spiritually and to send the child to school groomed, rested, 
nourished, and physically prepared for learning.  Moreover, their cultural beliefs dictate that the 
role of the school is provide the academic education.  Parents believe that much of their 
involvement is outside of the school.  Rather, it is in the home where they teach resilience in 
overcoming obstacles through example setting; and where they instill in their children cultural 
and spiritual values.  This kind of parental involvement explicated in Epstein’s traditional 
definition is often ignored by schools.  It is also not in alignment or runs contrary to parental 
involvement as accepted by the school. 
 
Demographic Structures 
Three demographic structures are identified through the literature as critical to the 
evaluation of the acquisition of cultural capital.  Those structures are (1) economic status, (2) 
level of education held by parents, and (3) race.  This study posits that race is a critical factor 
whether or not a parent is perceived to be in possession of the requisite or desirable cultural 
capital.  Each person, however, regardless of race and class, determines how he or she interacts 
within the field or within the social institution.   
A focus of Freire’s (1970) work is about engaging disenfranchised populations.  He 
opines that “authentic dialogue” can serve to build relationships.  Freire is a strong proponent of 
dialogue and sees it is “an indispensable component of the process of both learning and 
knowing”.  Additionally, he espouses that dialog presents a way for individuals to develop “a 
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permanent attitude on the part of the subject who is listening, of being open to the word of the 
other, to the gestures of the other, to the differences of the other” (Freire, 170).  
Noguera (2016) applies Freire to his argument to suggest that school structures are 
“limiting” in nature, and that schools as educational institutions must find ways to be more 
receptive to all groups.  Noguera (2008, 2016) urges school leadership to reach out to those who 
are marginalized or are deemed as -or perceive themselves to be- outsiders.  Schools must help 
parents create knowledge and problem solve on their own.  Accordingly, then, schools have to be 
charged with developing a quality of openness and receptiveness.  This cannot occur within a 
culture where suspicion of the other exists.  Neither can it be realized if either fears the usurping 
of power by the other.  True parent partnerships can only be facilitated by listening, being 
accepting of differences, and engaging in shared inquiry between the school and the community.   
By and large, educators believe in the importance of parental involvement and the 
concomitant import it has on the academic success of students.  Federal policies and regulations 
such as NCLB, RTTT, and ESSA as described in earlier chapters have acknowledged parental 
involvement in a limited sense and largely around the issue of parental choice in schools.  School 
choice which was touted as giving options to families and thereby increasing school integration, 
have also served to intensify segregation within the schools and support a “dangerous slide 
towards re-segregation in our schools” (Hilary Clinton in the New York Times, Feb. 23, 2016).  
Nonetheless, those policies provide guidelines and impetus, to some extent, for schools to pursue 





Epstein’s Model of Parental Involvement 
Epstein’s model of parental involvement provides the basis for the understanding of the 
structure of parental involvement.  Epstein’s model of engagement, with six sub constructs are 
arranged in the order of least difficult to most difficult.  However, the most meaningful and most 
effective areas of parental involvement are in the most difficult constructs of collaborating with 
the community and decision making.  Participation at these levels effects change and positive 
advancement not only for one’s child, but also brings about constructive change and 
advancement for all children in a school (Epstein, 2002, 2004, 2008). 
Epstein’s model provides structure for data collection and analysis for this study.  It will 
help to evaluate the relationship between each of the six constructs in light of the theory of 
cultural capital.  The analysis will attempt to show whether individual behaviors in the form of 
the social and cultural capital that parents bring to the field would be accepted or rebuffed and 
marginalized.   
 
Epstein’s Six Types of Parental Involvement 
In her capacity of Director of the National Network of Partnership Schools at Johns 
Hopkins University, Joyce L. Epstein developed what is known as a comprehensive framework 
of parental involvement (Epstein et al., 2002).  This framework is concurrent with that of NCLB.  
The Epstein framework continues to be used to help shape and evaluate parental involvement 
activities and to help develop school and family partnership programs.  The following are the six 
types of parental involvement according to the Epstein framework. 
Parenting: encompasses all of the behaviors engaged in by parents in order to foster 
learning, cognitive development, and student achievement.  Many of these 
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behaviors can be informal in nature in the sense that they might not be connected 
formally to school. 
Communicating: refers to all two-way communiques between home and school regarding 
children’s academic endeavors, academic progress, and academically relevant 
communication. 
Volunteering: is explained by parents’ attendance at or participation in school wide 
events that could range from classroom activities to other school wide events.  
Volunteering does not include demands from the school to the parent.  In that 
sense, mandatory meetings requested by the school would not be considered as 
acts of volunteerism. 
Learning at Home: extends the concept of parenting in that these behaviors speak more to 
parents assisting students with study, projects, and homework at home.  Further, it 
involves encouraging hard work, focus on school, persistence, resilience, and 
emotionally supporting the academic challenges of the student. 
Decision making: speaks to parent advocacy for their children’s interest, their academic 
well-being, and the influence that parents exert in the school environment and the 
community through their involvement on school committees and teams. 
Collaborating with the community: involves accessing community resources and aligning 
various community resources to serve students and families.  This construct also 
refers to the degree to which parents demonstrate knowledge and use of those 
community resources that support students’ learning (Epstein, 1992, 2005). 
By and large, these models of parental involvement have been effective. In schools where 
parents are involved at various levels of the involvement spectrum, these models have been 
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implemented and followed with some successes.  However, the extent of the implementation and 
effectiveness of these models in schools with low income parents and parents of ethnic/racial 
minority students, especially the males in these groups, need to be more extensively researched. 
There is considerable debate regarding how parental involvement is defined (Jeynes, 
2005; Lareau, 2003; Fantuzzo et al., 2004; Epstein, 2008).  Using the traditional definition, 
parental involvement encompasses certain identifiable activities in the home and in the school.  
Parental involvement at home generally means that the parent checks on the child’s homework, 
responds to any communication from the school, and sends the child to school punctually, 
regularly, and prepared with all the necessary supplies as dictated by the school.  These could be 
binders, copy paper, pens, pencils, crayons, folders, i-pads, chrome books, and the like.   
The most widely accepted definition of parental involvement in the school is that parents 
volunteer in the school.  Additionally, they provide support as a class parent, participate in fund-
raising activities, and are usually, at minimum, card-carrying members of the school’s PTA.  
School-based parental involvement is also seen as parents communicating with teachers and 
attending various school functions and activities such as parent-teacher conferences.  It is not 
uncommon to hear teachers label parents who do not attend these traditional activities as parents 
who are “not involved” or who are “uninvolved parents”.   
When parental involvement is viewed through this traditional definition, low-income 
minority, and immigrant families evidence low rates of involvement and are awarded the 
“uninvolved” label by the schools.  Nonetheless, decades of research has shown that parents 
volunteering at school and attending events have shown only to be of slight significance on the 
academic achievement of White students (Desimone, 1999; Bernard, 2004; Comer, 2005; 
Finders & Lewis, 2006; Epstein et al., 2009; Jeynes, 2005, 2016).  Yet, today, schools still hold 
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on to and promulgate the belief that volunteering in schools and having a presence in the school 
are critical measures of parent engagement that consequently translate into increased student 
achievement.   
Epstein’s traditional model of parental involvement requires parents to give of their time 
and even of their income to support the school.  Many parents in urban communities do not have 
the time.  They, by and large, have demanding and unyielding work schedules that limit the 
available time that they might have to give to the schools.  Further, they do not have the money 
to support the school through the provision of extra supplies for the student.  Again, parents who 
do not show up or who are deficient in providing supplies, either totally or partially, are 
characterized as uninvolved given the traditional definition of involvement.  
Since parents are asked to support the school in its endeavors to educate the child, 
schools must also consider changing its dialog in order to address what it does or can do to 
bolster the efforts of parents in the support of their children.  In so doing, the schools’ first step is 
to re-construct their definition of parental involvement so as to include the behaviors and beliefs 
that minority, low-income, and immigrant families engage in to advance their children’s 
academic achievement.  Doing so is a step towards building relationships and trust which are 
foundational to any efforts at improving parental engagement.  
Despite the current definition of parental involvement, Epstein’s model still provides the 
gold standard for schools and families.  Epstein’s model purports six specific parent behaviors 
that speak to “family involvement behaviors” (Bower et al., 2011).  Those behaviors are positive 
home conditions, communication, involvement at school, home learning activities, shared 
decision making within the school, and community partnerships (Epstein et al., 2009). 
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Epstein recognizes in parental involvement the role of the parent in the home.  That role 
is to provide an environment and support where the efforts of the school can themselves be 
supported, encouraged, and extended.  For example, when a parent provides a place for the child 
to do homework, study, or discuss homework, school activities, grades, and the like, the parent is 
communicating achievement expectations for the child and providing a home environment where 
academic efforts are supported and encouraged (Epstein et al., 2009). 
Communication is bi-directional.  It is a two-way street.  Therefore, in identifying 
communication as a vital aspect of parental involvement, Epstein does shift some of this 
responsibility for facilitating communication on to the school.  Schools have to develop a place 
for parents.  A place is more than a room or physical space where parents can meet and store 
stuff.  By a “place”, Epstein is referring to opportunities for parents to gain knowledge and to 
have voice and ownership in the school through collaboration and shared decision making.  
When parents are involved at these levels, studies show that this has a significant effect on 
student achievement (Barnard, 2004; Fantuzzo et al., 2012; Jeynes, 2016).  This investigator 
suggests, however, that communication in isolation from relationship building is fruitless.  
Schools build relationships by reaching out to parents and helping to create avenues through 
which parents can build networks.   
Epstein’s model does have some drawbacks.  Although it speaks to the recognition of 
what parents do in the home and the empowerment of parents to have a voice in the school, 
parents can only have voice as allowed by the school and as guided and informed by the school.  
Low-income minority parents remain dependent on the school to give them the opportunity to 
develop voice and advocacy.  Such opportunities are provided through knowledge acquisition 
and skill building. 
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The Epstein model as applied to low-income minority and immigrant parents might not 
be taking into account the kind of advocacy engaged in by parents in this population.  Parents in 
urban communities are involved in the church which provides an avenue for collaboration with 
the community.  Advocacy also is seen through parents’ setting of rules of behavior, engaging in 
meaningful conversations around overcoming political and historical struggles, exposing their 
children to their heritage, and acting on their expectations for their children’s achievement of 
academic milestones.  For instance, it is very common for the high school graduation of a student 
in this population to be attended by hordes of family members; many who would, in all 
likelihood, have made a financial sacrifice to attend from out of state and beyond.  Their 
attendance sends the message that graduation is expected; it is lauded as a great achievement; 
and it is celebrated in a fashion befitting its importance. 
Epstein’s model of involvement is, to a large extent, based on White American cultural 
norms.  The model, does provide a general approach to parental involvement and does take into 
limited account race, ethnicity, and socio-economic factors.  These are factors which must be 




Race, Ethnicity, and Socio-Economic Status 
Strong parental involvement is often associated with the cultural capital of families.  
These families who have the economic capital that allows them to take their children to visit 
other countries such as Europe and Asia, to engage in sports activities that demand economic 
capital such as skiing trips; and to regularly visit museums either at home or abroad, to attend 
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recitals, shows, and other “cultural” engagements are viewed by the majority as very involved 
parents.  Urban families often do not have the economic clout to engage in these activities.  They 
tend instead, to stay at home or close to home, to have family gatherings and engage in home-
based activities.  Such activities, since they cannot be easily measured, are often overlooked and 
go unrecognized by the schools as forms of social and cultural capital.  Nonetheless, there is 
advantage to the acquisition of capital springing from engaging in exploratory activities that 
include visits to science and art museums.  Such activities promote interaction between adults 
and children and expose students to academic matters in a less formal atmosphere.  The activity 
is often seen as a shared enterprise and so children who are so engaged, tend to take ownership 
of their own learning and discovery.   
Hispanic and immigrant families have similar cultural behaviors as African American 
families.  Further, since many-especially those of African/Caribbean heritage and Hispanic 
heritage- tend to believe that the school has a role separate and distinct from theirs, they engage 
in deference behaviors to the school.  Many tend not to ask questions or to challenge the status 
quo.  When combined with a possible language barrier, Hispanic parents are even less likely to 
volunteer in and contact the schools.  Instead, they are silent members in the school community.  
The school, in turn, evaluates the “silence” and the deference as a lack of interest in being 
involved.  As mentioned earlier, this silence and lack of presence is threatened to be further 
exacerbated under the new political leadership in this nation. 
For both low-income minority and Hispanic parents, schools would best serve them by 
seeking to increase equity in family involvement.  One strategy is by providing professional 
development opportunities for district leaders, teachers, and parents to understand what it means 
to build viable partnerships and to aid them in doing so.  Another strategy is through the 
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leveraging of parent groups.  The formation of parent groups for outreach and for knowledge 
dissemination would be effective for these families.  Further, Hispanic families would also 
benefit from parent groups who aid in translations and who act as liaisons between the school 
and the home.  This would serve to build trust and to increase parent-school communication and 
relationships. 
As with Black families, Hispanic families also want relationships with the schools that 
convey trust and respect for their community and culture (Lopez et al., 2001; Delgado-Gaitan, 
1991, 2004; Noguera, 2006, 2008; De Gaetano, 2007).  Hispanic families, like African American 
families, show a willingness to participate in school reform when their culture is included and 
reflected in their children’s education (De Gaetano, 2007).  The development of trust between 
educators and parents allows educators to conduct their educative responsibilities with the full 
and automatic support of parents. 
Poverty, like race and ethnicity can be a strong barrier to parental involvement.  Many 
low income parents work long hours, have difficult work schedules, and might even lack 
adequate transportation.  Maintaining a presence in the home at the critical times when the 
children are at home can also be a challenge for parents in poverty.  Therefore, it is not 
uncommon to find that children are often left for long periods at a time in the home without adult 
supervision.  These factors stifle parental engagement in the traditional sense.  Constraints on 
time, dependence on public transportation, along with the lack of appropriate child care support 
combine to make it difficult for many urban parents to attend to school when invited or when 
urged to do so. 
Poverty also dictates how much parents can also do in the home with regard to providing 
an environment conducive to study and for conveying high expectations for academic pursuits 
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and success.  The inability to provide an atmosphere in the home that is conducive to study 
undermines student achievement.  These factors are more important and more critical for 
academic success than are volunteering at the school, attending functions, or maintaining 
parental presence at the school (Desimone, 1999). 
Families from low socio-economic situations find it more difficult to be involved at the 
school.  Therefore, they show up when they can and seek to meet with teachers and other support 
staff such as guidance counselors and social workers outside of the school day and unscheduled.  
As a result, they run the risk of being labelled by schools and teachers as bothersome and by 
other parents as uncaring.  The school certainly does control when and how families in poverty 
communicate with the school.  In so doing, they maintain control and power in their parental 
involvement practices (Freeman, 2010; Jeynes, 2011). 
Historically, parents of low-income minority students approach parental involvement 
from a platform of suspicion that they will not be treated fairly from the outset.  They question 
the information they receive as to its accuracy and to its totality.  Additionally, parents who feel 
rebuffed and discouraged are often those whose social capital is limited and whose cultural 
capital is not seen to fit with the dominant institution.  These parents are considered as outsiders 
and excluded.  Curriculum theorist, Apple (2013), finds that the “official knowledge” of the 
school is deeply wrapped up into the politics of conducting school.  Powell et al. (2016) write 
that said system “values the knowledge” (cultural capital) of the dominant group, while 
devaluing and even dismissing the contributions of the non-dominant group(s).  Parents who 
skillfully navigate the parental involvement trajectory based on the Epstein model and using the 
cultural and social capital that they possess, are able to advocate for their children, are included, 
and are the insiders.  Those who cannot are the outsiders.  Hence, parental involvement can also 
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be viewed through the lens of inclusion and exclusion based on racial, ethnic, and socio-
economic characteristics.  
Parental involvement has never been more critical to children’s education as it is today.  
In this twenty-first century environment of school choice, high stakes testing, and higher 
academic standards, the ability to be well-informed, skillful parents who can formulate 
meaningful partnerships or interactions with the school is essential for raising the level of 
achievement equity for low-income minority students in distressed areas. 
Jeynes (2005, 2015) raises in his research the socio-economic factor as a critical 
underpinning to meaningful parental involvement.  He and other social theorists, suggest that the 
socio economic status of families along with race and ethnicity must be considered in 
contemplation of bringing about achievement equity for all populations.  Jeynes writes that 
“socio-economic solutions must be strongly considered since the racial achievement gap is at its 
very heart a socio-economic phenomenon” (Jeynes, 2015). 
Poor, working-class parents are less well-equipped both in terms of the available time and 
skill required to support their children in school (Horvat & Baugh, 2015).  Theorists reiterate that 
parents in poverty often lack the time, resources, knowledge, and skills to make informed 
choices around educational issues and to act as advocates for their children.  Hence, they remain 
at a disadvantage in the process of parental engagement and involvement. 
An important key, then, to realizing equity in achievement opportunity is to provide 
schools and families with the resources that they need to promote student achievement at higher 
and more desirable levels.  School districts that serve low-income families need to provide 
support to staff and to parents in order to build the parent partnership that is so vital to students 
and families.  Such strategies demand financial support through state aid that is reflective of the 
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needs of the school community.  Spending per student in Title 1 urban school districts should be 
aligned with the kind of work that needs to be done to support children and families in poverty.  
Moreover, government policies that continue to condone less than living wages for individuals 
perpetuate the inability of families to rise out of poverty. 
Social theorists offer that the socio-economic factor in student achievement should not be 
ignored and that the government along with other policy making institutions should have as a 
priority that of stepping up their actions to improve the lives of the impoverished.  In so doing, 
they bring their earning power and their lifestyles closer to those of the middle class (Chideya, 
1995; Jeynes, 1999; Rothstein, 2004). 
In addition to the financial support from government, schools must connect with other 
community organizations that promote and seek the welfare and success of students.  The local 
library, museums, community after-school programs, and community faith-based institutions 
should all be leveraged as partners with the school. Instead of viewing the inequity in 
achievement as solely the challenge of the educational institution, society might view it more 
broadly as a “sociological problem consisting of an array of social forces” (Jeynes, 2015).  The 
church is a critical linchpin in the lives of minority, racially, and ethnically diverse populations.  
Therefore, strategies to bring about equity in achievement should also include the religious faith 
of students and families and view that also as a source of strength and valued capital.  
 
Summary of Chapter 3 
This chapter discusses cultural, social, and economic capital as a framework for parental 
involvement.  Epstein’s model containing six constructs is used as an evaluation of parental 
involvement.  Although an effective model for middle and upper income families, Epstein’s 
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model is not that easily applicable to or leveraged for low-income, minority, and immigrant 
families who bring challenges of race, poverty, and cultural beliefs that contradict the traditional 
view of parental involvement.  Jeynes, however, considers race, ethnicity, and poverty in light of 
parental involvement of low-income, minority, and immigrant parents in support of the academic 
achievement of their children.  The following chapter will review programs and strategies that 




 Chapter 4 
PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS OF THEORY 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 4 
The first section of this chapter discusses efforts made through policies and programs 
intended to increase parental involvement in ways that allow parents to be more effective 
advocates for their children.  In the second section of this chapter, models of parental 
involvement, which are aligned to the concepts or the intent of policies and regulations, are given 
an overview.  The first model is the Right Question Project (RQP).  Parents are trained in the 
skill of asking the right questions of their teachers and school leadership.  The second model is 
School Leadership Teams (SLT’s).  Parents function as members of the school’s team.  They are 
assured access to the quality and type of information needed to be an integral part of the team.  
The third model is the School Development Program (SDP).  In this model, parent involvement 
practices are grounded in the creation of a school climate conducive to child development.  The 
third section of chapter IV defines Epstein’s ladder of parental involvement through examples.  
Lastly, in this chapter, the importance of trust in relationships between the parent and the school 
is discussed.  Culturally Relevant Instruction (CRI) is proffered as a strategy for building bridges 
between the home and the school and for promoting the equity of opportunity for all students.   
 
Introduction 
The literature on parental involvement is replete with endorsements of its importance in 
education and specifically its importance and value in improving academic achievement of 
students.  Since pre-historic times, parents have been their children’s first educators; and many 
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researchers have found that parental involvement activities that run the gamut of checking 
homework to advocating for students are valuable behaviors that help students perform better in 
school (Cotton & Wikelund, 1989; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Taylor-Dunlop, 2009).   
Many researchers also agree that despite the socio-economic status of its constituents, 
schools that practice parent outreach strategies experience a greater degree of involvement than 
do schools with weaker outreach.  This is so even though such involvement might not be in the 
areas of decision making and collaboration (Dauber & Epstein, 1989). 
 Based on the preponderance of research on the role of parents in their children’s 
education, those students whose parents are involved in their education, regardless of race, 
attended school more regularly, achieved better grades, were enrolled to a greater degree in more 
academically challenging classes, were better oriented for school success and better prepared for 
post-secondary pursuits (Davis & Jones, 2009; Lloyd, 2010; Greene, 2013; Jeynes, 2007, 2016). 
 Over the past four decades, research efforts have resulted both in strengthening and re-
defining the role of the parent in the education of his or her child and have led to the 
development of policies and programs that mandated increased parental involvement in schools.  
Research has also thrown light on, and given direction to, the ways in which parents and schools 
can form partnerships to support stronger academic achievement of all students (Henderson & 
Mapp, 2002; Korn-Bursztyn, 2002; Barnard, 2004; Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; Clark & Dickson, 
2015).  
 
Parental Involvement Guidelines in NCLB 
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation of 2001 as mentioned earlier, included a 
requirement that schools develop written plans and guidelines for involving parents in ways that 
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would allow them to act as partners in their children’s education.  NCLB required that on both 
the school and district level, plans must delineate how schools and districts would work with 
parents.  The major key points of the plan were as follows: 
• The rights and responsibilities of parents 
• What schools and parents are each supposed to do to help students achieve 
• The dates and times of each annual Title 1 meeting 
• The ways in which schools would communicate with parents 
• The learning goals that students are expected to meet 
• The ways in which student progress would be measured 
• The ways in which parents would be included in the review, update, and evaluation of the 
policy 
• What materials and training are available to help parents work with their children 
• What resources such as transportation and childcare may be available to allow parents to 
participate in school events 
• The ways in which teachers and parents can learn from each other 
• The ways in which parents can learn about other programs for their family such as family 
literacy and early childhood programs  
Furthermore, NCLB mandated the following: 
• Parents receive guidance on parenting skills 
• Parents recognize the importance of communication between teacher and parent 
• Parents know how to work with educators to improve the education of their Children 
• Parents use materials the school provides to improve their children’s achievement 
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• Limited English proficient parents must be provided information in the language spoken 
in the home 
• Parents receive materials that maximize their involvement and participation (Epstein, 
2004; Executive Summary, 2009). 
Today, more than half of K-12 public school students in the United States now come 
from low income households (Suitts, 2016; Southern Education Foundation, 2015).  Against that 
backdrop, both educators and parents are being asked to do much with consistently shrinking 
resources.  In many low-income communities schools are straining to educate the steady flow of 
poor and immigrant students.  The recently updating of the McKinney Vento Act, (McKinney-
Vento Act, October 2016) which is part of the ESSA Act, gave teeth to ensuring that the 
immigrant and the homeless student be guaranteed a seat in the nation’s classrooms-particularly 
those in urban communities.  These schools are taxed to provide a sound education to all of their 
students in the face policies, mandates and regulations that provide minimal, if any, financial 
support to the schools.   
Moreover, poor families who face economic inequality as evidenced through housing 
instability and its deleterious effects on the physical, emotional, health, safety, and well-being of 
children are hard-pressed to be involved in education.  Hence, these conditions make the work of 
educators more difficult.  It is in this framework that schools are often pressed unfairly into 
solving the “disparities in achievement” (Lareau, 2003) across racial and socioeconomic lines at 
a time when inequality beyond the school walls is sharply increasing (Santana et al., 2016).  
Nonetheless, schools, governing institutions, and policy makers must guard against pinning 
students’ gap in achievement on the backs of parents whose energies and focus are on putting 
food on the table and a roof over their children’s heads.  Their energies are expended into 
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working more than one job to ensure the safety of their children and to pay the bills that ensure 
that safety. 
The NCLB Act calls for schools to encourage and to facilitate greater parental 
involvement.  However, schools must be careful to ensure that lack of parental participation does 
not emerge as the catch-all basket for students’ academic difficulties and lack of achievement.  
The challenge of improving education for low-income and minority students forces us to 
contemplate the inequity of resources not on the consequences or the outcomes of that inequity 
(Suitts, 2016; Anyon, 2014; L’Heureux, 2014; Bower, 2011; Jeynes, 2008; Noguera, 2008; 
Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; Chideya, 1995).  The allocation of sufficient funds to schools and 
families is the responsibility of an entire society and not only that of poor schools and their 
communities who are urged to do much with little and pull themselves up by their bootstraps.   
Nonetheless, there are resources, modest in nature, that can help schools and families to 
work together to advance student achievement and to help families in poverty support the 
academic reach of their children.  Families in poverty can learn to partner with the school to 
bring about equity and opportunity for all students 
 
Models of Parental Involvement 
Since the enactment of NCLB, various models of parental involvement have been 
designed for schools.  Four are explicated here. 
 
The Right Question Project (RQP) 
RQP as a resource is a strategy which cannot by itself, by no means solve the 
intertwining problems related to achievement inequity.  However, what it offers, according to 
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social theorists, is an “efficient and effective” (Santana et al., 2016) avenue for mobilizing all 
stakeholders in the student’s life to work collaboratively and collectively with the school to 
advance the best interest of the student.  Further, the only cost to the school is its commitment to 
invest time and energy into building the capacity of parents in the skill of formulating and asking 
targeted and effective questioning techniques and in their ability to participate in the decisions 
that affect them and their children.   
This model of parental involvement was developed by The Right Question Institute 
which is based in Boston, Massachusetts.  Its purpose is to promote parental involvement by 
training parents to ask the right questions of their children’s teachers and of school leaders.  The 
RQP method involves the following steps. 
• Parents are introduced to those beliefs, principles, and values that serve to empower them 
as advocates for their children 
• Parents are introduced to a four-part skill building technique: brainstorming, prioritizing, 
branching off, and re-prioritizing 
• Parents are taught to develop strategies that allow them to function as supporter, monitor, 
and advocate at any time (Comer & Haynes, 1991; Lloyd, 2010). 
The purpose of this model is to build capacity in parents to advocate for students.  The RQP 
model reflects the NCLB policy through its seven essential elements of parental involvement.  
Those seven elements are the existence of written policies, administrative support, parent 
training, a partnership approach, open, two-way communication, networking, and evaluation. 
Utilizing RQP, parents learn two basic skills which are as indicated before, (1) to 
formulate and to use questions effectively, and (2) to participate effectively in decisions that 
affect them.  This is synonymous with teaching parents those skills particularly associated with 
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the development of social capital.  Parents can learn to ask the right questions in a variety of 
settings and on different levels.  Further, part of this strategy provides opportunities for parents 
to internalize what they learn, reflect on the importance of questioning to advance and access 
opportunity, and to put into practice their skills of questioning (Santana et al., 2016).  When 
parents master the RQP technique, they move from feeling distrustful, disengaged, fearful, and 
incapable of advocating for their children.  Instead, they morph into agents of change who work 
on supporting their children’s education, monitoring their progress, and advocating for them 
when and as needed (Santana et al., p.173).   
On the other hand, educators must themselves work at being open and responsive to 
questions that force accountability and explanation.  By and large, there has to be cultivated a 
shared sense of power and a realization that no one – either the parent or the educator – is 
“giving up power” (Santana, p. 174), but that both groups are collaborating in a powerful 
strategy towards a common goal that being the success of their students.   
RQP is a strategy that can be used by educators and parents alike to address the 
inequalities that exist in the access to opportunities and the consequences of those inequalities 
and disparities.  RQP teaches parents two basic skills that help them to support, monitor, and 
advocate for their children.  Most importantly, the process to the acquisition helps to create a 
stronger parent-school partnership.  Additionally, it lessens the burden on schools to make 
parents more involved and to play a more constructive role in the academic achievement of their 





School Leadership Teams (SLTs) 
As a result of the NCLB enactment, the New York City school district developed school 
leadership teams.  Each SLT was required to have fifty percent (50%) parent representation.  
This was evidence of the importance placed on involving parents and the importance of their role 
in school governance.  All parents on SLTs were trained in the operations of the school; and they 
were encouraged to sit in with teachers and administrators in decision making forums.  SLTs 
were responsible for participating in the development of that school system’s comprehensive 
educational plan.  One of the team’s responsibilities was to align the school’s budget to the 
school’s educational goals, and, most importantly, communicate those educational goals to the 
school’s community.  Finally, the SLT had to evaluate its plan for meeting its goals, and report 
its findings to the school and community.  
During Michael Bloomberg’s tenure as mayor of New York City, he was instrumental in 
making strides towards improving parental involvement and parental advocacy in the New York 
City schools’ communities.  Mayor Bloomberg is credited for creating the Office of Family 
Engagement and Advocacy; improving the system of accountability by making parent 
involvement integral to the system; and increasing the quality and type of information about 
schools that are available for parent access. 
In the New York City school district and in a few suburban districts, in response to the 
NCLB mandates, the position of parent coordinator was established.  This was a multi-faceted 
position the purpose of which was to function as liaison between the school and the parent and, 
in so doing, increase communication between the school and parents and involve and engage 
families in school communities.  The parent coordinator was also responsible for bringing parent 
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concerns to the school’s leadership and seeing to it that all issues were addressed in a timely and 
efficacious manner. 
 
School Development Program (SDP) 
James Comer of Yale University was the author and founder of the School Development 
Program.  A professor of child psychiatry, Comer’s SDP touts parental involvement as a critical 
factor in school management and in student development and success.  The Comer Process 
model identifies six developmental pathways along which children and adolescents mature.  
Those pathways, as outlined in Figure 4.1, are the physical, cognitive, psychological, language, 
















According to Joyner et al, the appropriate psychological climate must be created in the 
home to support the optimum psychological development of the child and to nurture academic 
success.  And the school, in turn, must create the appropriate climate and environment to support 
the learning of the developing child.  Parents, then, must be included as significant partners in 
this process (Joyner et al., 2004).   
The first three developmental pathways are physical, cognitive, and psychological.  The 
physical development pathway includes attention to the child’s physical health.  Included in this 
pathway are factors of nutrition, energy, physical rest, and alertness.  Development in the 
cognitive pathway include evidence pertaining to the development of the brain.  The child 
demonstrates academic learning and flexibility of thought.  Other factors in the cognitive 
developmental pathway include class performance, the acquisition, application, and 
generalization of knowledge, and the ability to make meaning of the environment.  Evidence of 
development in the psychological pathway are self- worth, self-awareness, emotional 
management, school adjustment, and academic self- concept.   
The next three pathways in the development of the child are language, social, and ethical.  
When the child develops language, she demonstrates competency in expressive and receptive 
language and in using situationally appropriate language.  Language also acts as a bridge for 
relationship building and as a tool for self-reflection and learning.  In the social developmental 
pathway, the child develops empathy, appropriate conduct, and social competence in diverse 
settings.  Further evidence of social development is the ability to interact well with people of all 
backgrounds, create friendships and develop relationships.  Lastly, when a child is learning to be 
ethical, he demonstrates a respect for rights and integrity of self and others.  The child makes 
choices based on self-interest and the collective good.  A child who is developing ethical 
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behaviors engages in conduct that promotes fairness and justice and demonstrates a commitment 
to the well-being of others (Joyner et al., 2004).  
The Yale Child Study Team of Comer and Haynes posits that the success of parental 
involvement is evidenced when the impetus for seeking increased parental involvement is 
grounded in child development, relationships, and systems theory (Comer & Haynes, 1991).  
This governance model places child development at the crux of meaningful parent-school 
relationships, school improvement, and student academic performance (Comer 2005).  In the 
Comer framework, each school engages three teams.  The first team, School Planning and 
Management Team (SPMT) utilizes a “no-fault” problem solving approach that is based on 
“consensus decision-making grounded in childhood development principles, and collaborative 
management that does not paralyze the principal” (Comer, 1991).  The second team is called the 
Student and Staff Support Team (SSST).  This team is made up of non-instructional support staff 
such as guidance counselors, psychologists, social workers, and school nurses.  The third team is 
called the Parent Team (PT).  This team is to ensure parent involvement at every level in the 
school including participation in governance activities.  Finally, the three SDP teams are charged 
as follows: (1) to develop a comprehensive school plan, (2) conduct staff development to 
complement the plan, and (3) monitor and assess the plan (Lloyd, 2010). 
The SDP identifies three levels of parent-family involvement.  These levels are identified 
as broad participation and support, active daily participation, and participation in school 
management (Joyner et al., 2004).  Broad participation and support refers to behaviors such as 
volunteering, attending school meetings and functions, and communicating with teachers 
whether voluntarily or involuntarily.  Support is also demonstrated by values taught at home, 
encouragement given, the teaching of resilience, exposing students to science and math 
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opportunities outside of school; and significantly, for Black male students, discussing the 
families’ ethnic heritage (Davis & Jones, 2009), are examples of behaviors that provide broad 
support. 
Active participation means having a physical presence in the school.  A parent who is an 
active participant would engage in behaviors that would include but which would not be limited 
to volunteering in classes, assisting in fund-raising activities to benefit the school, act as a 
chaperone when needed.  Participation in school management is the highest level of parental 
involvement.  When parents are involved at the decision making and collaborative levels of 
school governance, they become advocates for students and demonstrate efficacy in advancing 
student achievement (Comer & Hayes, 1991, 1993). 
In a comprehensive meta-analysis of parental involvement by Jeynes in 2003, he finds 
that “…few meta-analyses that examine the effects of parental involvement on minority student 
outcomes have been published in an academic journal (Jeynes, 2003).  He again opined that this 
lack of published research has created a gap in understanding which aspects and what kinds of 
parental engagement must be practiced by parents of minority students so as to most effectively 
influence student outcomes (Jeynes, 2011, 2016).  
Walker, Hoover-Dempsey et al. (2005), offered reasons why some parents become 
involved in their children’s education and whether or not their involvement influenced student 
outcomes.  They find that those parents who believe that they should be involved and that their 
involvement will make a difference tend to remain engaged in parental involvement activities.  
When schools, by their actions toward parents and students, indicate that they value the parental 
involvement behaviors engaged in by parents, the demonstration of valuing serves as 
encouragement and sustainability for parents to build their skills as partners with the school. 
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Parents also respond to invitations for involvement from the school, the teacher, and the 
student.  Furthermore, those parents who have a life style or work schedule that permits 
involvement become involved (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005).  Comer and Haynes (1991) and 
Noguera (2008) find that school staff’s positive attitudes towards students and families are 
particularly important to parental empowerment and involvement. 
 The NCLB regulations that gave rise to the development of various frameworks or 
models for parental involvement as described earlier, serve to underscore the concept of parental 
involvement as a partnership with the school.  As the research in the area of parental 
involvement has been developed, it helps to bring clarity to the nature of parental involvement in 
that it is a more multi-dimensional construct rather than a homogenous one (Park, 2008; Fishel & 
Ramirez, 2005; Kim, 2002; Kelly-Laine, 1999).  The framework of parental involvement by 
Epstein is still by far the most referenced to date.  It is also the most tested and more widely used 
and accepted (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995; Hutchins, Greenfield, & Epstein, 2007; Fishel 
& Ramirez, 2005; Walker et al., 2014; Jeynes, 2016).   
Active parental participation in the school means that parents are engaged in most of the 
six constructs of parent involvement.  They are active in the school at all levels and demonstrate 
familiarity with and knowledge of the culture of the school and with key personnel.  However, 
the highest level of involvement is parent participation in the management of the school by 
functioning as members on focus groups, committees, and boards whose roles are to regulate and 
make policy (Comer & Hayes, 1991; Hayes & Comer, 1993). 
Parental participation that is meaningful and that serves to advance and promote student 
achievement must be built on trust.  Parents, particularly those of minority and low-income 
students must believe that their concerns would not be dismissed by educators.  Therefore, they 
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must be invited, educated, and encouraged to participate in the workings or operations of the 
school.  In so doing, they contribute to meeting the needs of each and every child and be of 
benefit to the school, its families, and the community.  Parent involvement should not be viewed 
as just a program that meets mandates but should be systemic to the school system.  
Comer stresses the importance of building a systemic program of parental involvement 
that promotes and encourages the meaningful engagement of families in the academic support of 
children (Comer & Haynes, 1993).  Other researchers support the essentiality of such an 
approach (Korn-Bursztyu, 2002, 2015; Price, 2007, Noguera, 2008; Lloyd, 2010; Jeynes, 2016).  
Such parental involvement programs can only be built by paying attention to, and valuing, the 
social, cultural, political, and environmental factors that may underlie, and also belie, parental 
involvement for minority and low-income parents especially in urban schools. 
One particular approach to building a systemic program to engage parents in a 
meaningful way is that of Culturally Relevant Instruction (CRI).  Gay, a prominent advocate of 
CRI, defines it as “using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and 
performance styles of ethnically diverse student populations to make learning encounters more 
relevant to and effective for them” (Gay, 2000).  A composite of the ideas of social behaviorist 
scholars find that CRI embodies the following characteristics: 
Validation – In that it affirms the cultural heritage of students and families and “builds 
bridges of meaningfulness between home and school” (Gay, p. 29). 
Comprehensive – In that it incorporates strategies that teach the whole child, i.e., that 
“develop intellectual, social, emotional, and political learning” (Gay, p. 30) 
Multi-Dimensional – In that it incorporates multiple forms of expression and presents 
diverse experiences, contributions, and perspectives’ 
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Empowering – which “translates into academic competence, personal confidence 
courage, and the will to act” (Gay p. 32) 
Transformative – In that it challenges the conventions of traditional educational Practices 
Emancipatory – In that it redefines ‘truth’ and gives students (and parents) a voice 
(Powell et al., 2016) 
Essentially, CRI is a type of pedagogy that allows for the empowerment of students emotionally, 
socially, and politically through cultural referents that impart knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
(Ladson-Billings, 2014). 
Culturally relevant instruction is not new. It is old in the sense that traditional pedagogy 
has always been responsive and relevant to white middle class European Americans.  
Educational institutions have always been designed for the dominant group and have held on to 
the belief and practice that the content, values, and learning styles of the White upper middle 
class suited all students regardless of cultural backgrounds.  Social scholars argue that culturally 
relevant teaching widens our vision of effective instruction by incorporating instructional 
practices that are culturally appropriate for all students (Powell et al., 2016; Ishimaru, 2014; 
Brown et al., 2011; Allodi, 2010).   
CRI also defined as “equity pedagogy” (Powell et al., 2016), creates a learning 
environment in which students can acquire, interrogate, and produce knowledge and envision 
new possibilities for using that knowledge to bring about changes in society.  CRI taps into the 
cultural capital that all students bring to the learning table.  This element in CRI is aligned to that 
of which Freire describes as “conscientization”.  It is the act of interrogating the world in order to 
develop a critical understanding of one’s reality (Freire, 1970/1993, 1973/1998).  Culturally 
diverse and gender inclusive curricula that integrates the arts is critical to engaging with and 
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connecting to students particularly those of minority and immigrant populations (Ladson-
Billings, 2014; Sousa, 2011; Shannon, 2009; Wood et al., 2007; Lahman & Park, 2004; Korn-
Burszytn, 2002; Lopez et al., 2001).  To do so, educators must seek to include historical 
narratives, images, and examples that reflect the cultural norms of students (Morris, 2016).  Care 
must be taken, however, to avoid the stereotypical depictions of students or their culture.  CRI is 
a strategy for uplifting and validating what is spoken and demonstrated regarding traditions and 
values that are dominant in minority and immigrant cultures (Morris, 2016; Korn-Burszytn, 
2002).  CRI leverages the cultural capital that low-income and immigrant parents bring in 
support of their children’s achievement.  
 
Summary of Chapter 4 
In this chapter, programs that increase parental involvement in schools are discussed.  
Guidelines in NCLB drive, support, and give direction to parental involvement strategies.  
Programs highlighted in this chapter are the Right Question Project (RQP), School Leadership 
Teams (SLT’s), the School Development Program (SDP), and Cultural Relevant Instruction 
(CRI) as a pedagogical approach for students.  These strategies and programs help to build 
parents’ skill base and engender trust between parents and the school.  Consequently, meaningful 
school-parent partnerships can be formed to the benefit of students.   
 The following chapter reviews parental involvement based on a national study that 
explores constructs for the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS) of 2002.  The study attempts 
to identify parental factors that might contribute to creating achievement equity for low-income, 
minority, immigrant, and Hispanic student populations.    
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Chapter 5 
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT – NATIONAL STUDY 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 5 
In this chapter, the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS) is used to examine and analyze 
the effect of parental behaviors on the academic achievement of their children.  The ELS study 
was conducted by the National Center for Educational Statistics of the U.S, Department of 
Education.  The ELS is a longitudinal study of high school sophomores in 2002 and 2004 who 
were followed up in 2004, 2006, and 2012 with accompanying secondary and post-secondary 
transcripts and standardized test scores in English and math.  The research design employs a 
bivariate and multivariate quantitative analysis of this nationally representative dataset. 
 
Introduction 
This study focuses exclusively on low-income Blacks and Hispanics since these races and 
ethnicities are reflective of the community in which this investigator serves and will be used for 
the analysis in Chapter six.  Any findings realized or conclusions drawn could be beneficial to 
families in this urban school district.  Based on current achievement data, the students in this 
district under study are not performing at levels of proficiency and mastery as are White, middle 
class and affluent students in other suburban communities.   
 
Data and Methods 
This study used a multivariate quantitative evaluation of the nationally representative 
Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS) conducted by the National Center for Educational 
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Statistics of the U.S. Department of Education.  This study explores constructs from the ELS 
dataset to attempt to identify parental factors that might contribute to creating achievement 
equity for low-income, minority, immigrant, Hispanic student populations.   
The ELS is a longitudinal study of high school sophomores in 2002 and high school 
seniors in 2004 who were followed up in 2004, 2006, and 2012 with accompanying secondary 
and post-secondary transcripts and standardized test scores in English and Math. Students, 
parents, educators and school administrators participated in the survey.  
 Univariate, bivariate (i.e. two-tailed independent samples t-tests, one-way analyses of 
variances with Tukey’s honest significant difference post-hoc comparisons, Pearson’s 
correlations) and multivariate (forced entry OLS regression) statistical analyses were run in 
SPSS.  The variables selected for the analysis including rationale for including these specific 
variables and descriptive statistics for each are reported below.  Bivariate analyses are included 
to explore the effect of each independent variable on the outcome variable without controlling 
for other factors.  Finally, hypothesis driven models for multivariate analyses were constructed 
which examine the effects of multiple variables on the outcome variable and isolate each 
individual variable’s effect on the outcome variable while controlling for the others.  
Interpretation of the statistical results and a discussion of each as it relates to the hypotheses 
follow in the next section. 
 
Variables and Univariate Analysis 
The data was subset to only look at Black/Latino students since these groups are 
reflective of the local district and the community to be studied.  Families are low-income, 
African American, Haitian, and Hispanic.  This study will remain pertinent to this population of 
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students.  A variable was created which identified respondents as being either Black or Latino 
which grouped respondents self-identifying as ‘Black or African American, non-Hispanic’, 
‘Hispanic, no race specified’, and ‘Hispanic, race specified’ in the ELS. 
 










Table 5.1: Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges and Description of Variables for All 
Student Respondents 
 
Student’s standardized test composite scores from both math and reading (n=4237, 
M=45.01, SD=9.09) were examined as the dependent variable to look at the effect of parental 
involvement on student outcomes.  Descriptive statistics for the dependent variable can be seen 
in Table 5.1.  A number of key variables were identified which are hypothesized that might have 
an effect on student academic achievements.  These variables can be seen in Tables 5.1-5.5 along 
with means, standard deviations, and ranges for responses in the ELS dataset. 
 
Variable N Mean S.D. Range Description: ELS Variable NAME and Label 
 
Student-level Variables 
Respondent is male 4221 0.50 0.50 0-1 BYS14 ‘Sex of student’ 
Respondent school is 
Urban 4237 0.48 0.50 0-1 
BYURBAN ‘The school is 
in an urban community’ 
Respondent is Hispanic 4170 0.53 0.50 0-1 BYS15 ‘Student’s ethnicity’ 




 Using the ELS dataset, the student level demographic variables selected were the sex of 
the respondent, urbanicity of the respondent’s school, and whether the respondent was Hispanic.  
Descriptive statistics for the student-level demographic variables can be seen in Table 5.2.  
A dummy variable was created from the ELS variable BYS14 for respondents identified 
as males (n=2093) or non-male (n=2128).  Respondents’ gender was self-identified, and where 
missing was taken from the school registration information or inferred from the student’s name 
(Lauff & Ingels, 2013).  This is an important variable since it is well documented in the research 
that black males achieve at the lowest performing level of all racial/ethnic groups (Ogbu, 1992, 
1993; Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2016; Greene, 2001, 2016).  The second student-level demographic 
variable that was included in the study is the urbanicity of the respondents’ school.  A dummy 
variable was created from the ELS variable BYURBAN for respondents whose school was in an 
urban setting (n=2017) or not in an urban setting: rural, suburban (n=2220).  A slight majority 
(52%) of respondents were in a suburban or rural school.  This variable was included because 
schools in urban communities are associated with lower levels of parental involvement.  The 
third student-level demographic variable that was included in the study is whether the respondent 
is Hispanic.  Respondents self-identified whether they were not Hispanic (n=1961) or Hispanic 
(n=2209).  Roughly half (53%) of respondents identified as Latino.  This variable speaks to the 
race/ethnicity of the student and the parent.  Research supports the impact of race and socio-
economic status not only on the level and type of parental involvement, but also on the academic 
achievement of the student.  In addition to being students in an urban setting, Hispanic parents 
often experience language skills as a barrier to meaningful parental involvement and 
engagement.  
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The parent level variables were delineated in three categories.  These variables were 
selected to analyze the impact, if any, on academic outcomes of students.  They were Barriers to 
Involvement, Advocacy in School, and Advocacy in the Home.  The first parent-level set of 
variables explore economic status as a barrier to parental involvement.  The second parent-level 
set of variables explore parental behaviors at school that demonstrate advocacy for the student at 
school.  The third parent-level set of variables explore parental behaviors that demonstrate 
advocacy for the student at home.  Descriptive statistics for the parent-level variables can also be 
seen in Tables 5.3-5.5. 
The parent-level variables which explore barriers to parental involvement are: socio-
economic status, current marital status of parent, the prestige of the parent’s job, parent’s highest 
level of education, and whether the family has a computer with access to the internet at home.  
Descriptive statistics for the parent-level barriers to involvement variables can be seen in Table 
5.3. 
 
Variable N Mean S.D. Range Description: ELS Variable NAME and Label 
 
Parent-level Variables: Barriers to Involvement 
Respondent’s Socio-
Economic Status 4237 -0.29 0.70 -1.97-1.98 
BYSES2 ‘Socio-economic 
status composite, v.2’ 
Parent’s current marital 
status 3585 0.77 0.47 0-1 
BYP10 ‘ Current marital 
status of parent’ 
Parent’s job prestige 3316 43.74 13.41 28-74 
BYP39C ‘Parent’s job 
description category’ 
Parent’s highest level of 
education 4237 3.90 2.09 1-8 
BYPARED ‘Parents' highest 
level of education’ 
Does the family 
computer have access to 
the internet 
2430 0.82 0.38 0-1 
BYP72 ‘Computer has 
access to Internet’ 




The first parent-level barrier to involvement variable included in this study is socio-
economic status (M=-0.29, SD=0.70).  Socio-economic status is a composite variable in the ELS 
calculated from responses from the parents’ questionnaires.  The variable was calculated by 
equally weighting five standardized variables: father’s education, mother’s education, family 
income, father’s occupation, and mother’s occupation.  Parents’ occupation was assigned an 
occupational prestige score (Ingels et al., 2014).  This variable was selected because higher SES 
is associated with the facilitation of greater parental involvement.  Higher SES allows for greater 
access to resources and time to devote to parental involvement activities both in and out of the 
school.  A dummy variable was created from the ELS variable BYP10 which looked at current 
marital status of the parent.  Responses that reported the parent was “married” or “living in 
marriage-like relationship” were coded as married (n=2390).  Reponses that reported the parent 
as “widowed”, “separated”, “divorced”, or “never married” were coded as not married (n=1195).  
The majority (77%) of respondents indicated that the parent was living in a marriage-like 
situation.  This variable was selected because a two-parent household generally has a higher 
income level and the ability to share the responsibilities of parent engagement with the school.  
A new variable was created by taking the occupational prestige scores as measured in the 
NORC-General Social Survey Occupational Prestige scale that corresponded to the 17 job 
categories (clerical; craftsperson; farmer, farm manager; homemaker; laborer; manager, 
administrator; military; operative; professional A; professional B; proprietor, owner; protective 
service; sales; school teacher; service; technical; other) from variable BYP39C.  The prestige 
scores (M=43.74, SD=13.41) which can range from 0.00 to 100.00 were then entered into the 
model.  This variable was selected because this informs on the cultural and social capital of the 
parent.  Certain categories of jobs imply the level of education of the parent and consequently the 
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parent’s ability to navigate and leverage the network of resources in support of the child’s 
academic achievement.  One variable selected to investigate possible effect on student 
achievements is the parent’s highest level of education (M=3.90, SD=2.09).  Parent’s highest 
level of education is taken to be the highest level of education completed by either parent.  The 
mean level of education falls between “attended 2-year school, no degree” “graduated from 2-
year school” and which we take to mean “some college”.  This variable was included because the 
level of education correlates with socio-economic status.  The higher the level of education 
attainment the greater is its association with income.  This in turn is associated with the level of 
social and cultural capital realized.  Social capital speaks to the building of social networks that 
afford access to resources.  The final parent-level barrier to involvement variable is whether 
there is a computer in the home that the student has access to, can use, and has access to the 
internet (n=1197) or whether the student doesn’t have a computer with access to the internet 
(n=433).  The majority (82%) of respondents indicated that they had access to a computer with 
the internet.  This variable was included because this provides a concrete example of realized 
economic capital of the family.  It further speaks to the family’s social and cultural capital. 
The parent-level variables which explore parent behaviors in the school that demonstrate 
advocacy are: whether the parent belongs to a parent-teacher organization, how often the parent 
checks the student’s homework, whether the student has gone to the parent for college entrance 
information, how often the parent discusses school courses with the student, and how often the 
parent discusses going to college with the student.  Descriptive statistics for the parent-level 
school advocacy variables can be seen in Table 5.4. 
The first parent-level variable which explored parent behavior in school is whether the 
parent belongs to a parent-teacher organization.  The majority (81%) did not belong to a parent-
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teacher organization (n=2612) as opposed to slightly less than one-in-five parents who did 
belong to a parent-teacher organization (n=601).  This variable was included because 
membership and participation in the school’s PTA organization build social capital by exposing 
the parent to knowledge and resources applicable to supporting student’s academic achievement.  
Respondents indicated how frequently parents checked their children’s homework.  The majority  
Variable N Mean S.D. Range Description: ELS Variable NAME and Label 
 
Parent-level Variables: Advocacy at School 
Parent belongs to parent-
teacher org 3213 0.19 0.39 0-1 
BYP54A ‘Belong to parent-
teacher organization’ 
How often check 
homework 3247 3.12 0.94 1-4 
BYP55A ‘How often the 
parent checks that 
homework is completed’ 
Student has gone to 
parent for college 
entrance information 
3240 0.51 0.50 0-1 
BYS59D ‘Has gone to 
parent for college entrance 
information’ 
How often discuss 
school courses with 
parents 
3093 2.04 0.69 1-3 
BYP86A ‘How often 
discussed school courses 
with parent’ 
How often discuss going 
to college with parent 3034 2.40 0.68 1-3 
BYS86G ‘How often 
discussed going to college 
with parent’ 
Table 5.4: Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges and Description of Variables for All 
Student Respondents 
 
(75%) of parents indicated that they checked their children’s homework always (n=1422) or 
usually (n=1002) as opposed to never (n=218) or seldom (n=605).  This variable was included 
because this is a behavior that is basic and critical to parental engagement and advocacy.  At the 
least, checking homework indicates support of the educative processes and of the school.  
Respondents also indicated whether they had gone to their parents for college entrance 
information.  Roughly the same amount of respondents (51%) indicated that they had gone to 
their parents for college entrance information (n=1643) as those who had not gone to their 
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parents for college entrance information (n=1597).  This variable was included because the 
student believes that the parent has the font of knowledge adequate to guide his decisions about 
post-secondary pursuits.  It also indicates that discussions at home around school and 
achievement have been behaviors in which the parent and child are customarily engaged.  The 
fourth parent-level variable exploring school related advocacy is how often the student reported 
discussing school courses with the parent.  The majority (78%) of students indicated that they 
discussed their school courses with a parent at least sometimes (n=1596) or often (n=815).  Only 
a small percentage (22%) indicated that they never (n=682) discussed school courses with their 
parent.  The fourth parent-level variable exploring school related advocacy is how often the 
student reported discussing going to college with their parent.  The vast majority (89%) of 
students reported that they sometimes (n=1148) or often (n=1546) discussed going to college 
with their parents.  Only a small amount (11%) of students reported that they never (n=340) 
discussed going to college with their parent.  These final two variables were included because 
these two variables speak to the student’s perception of the parent as knowledgeable enough to 
provide guidance in preparation for and application to college.  Parents’ discussing academic 
achievement, challenges, and strengths, with their children from the elementary level is a 
behavior critical to parental involvement.  If “going to college” discussions are not regularly 
engaged in with children, it is indicative of low levels of parental involvement.  Further, it speaks 
to the parent’s knowledge and ability to have input in guiding student toward post-secondary 
academic pursuits.   
The parent-level variables which explore parent behaviors at home and which 
demonstrate advocacy are: whether the parent expects success in school, the number of days per 
week that the parent eats a meal with the student, how far in school the parent wants the student 
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to go, and how often does the parent know the student’s whereabouts.  Descriptive statistics for 
the parent-level home advocacy variables can be seen in Table 5.5. 
The first parent-level variable exploring school related advocacy is how much the 
respondent agrees with the statement that the parent expects success in school.  Nearly all of the 
respondents (94%) agreed (n=1244) or strongly agreed (n=2517) with the statement.  Only a 
handful (2%) of respondents strongly disagreed (n=63) with the statement and another small 
amount (4%) disagreed (n=167) with the statement.  This variable is included because parental  
 
Variable N Mean S.D. Range Description: ELS Variable NAME and Label 
 
Parent-level Variables: Advocacy at Home 
Parent expects success 
in school 3991 1.44 0.65 1-4 
BYS271 ‘Parents expect 
success in school’ 
Number of days per 
week that a parent eats a 
meal with the student 
3553 5.24 2.06 0-7 
BYP70 ‘Days/week eat at 
least one meal with 10th 
grader’ 
How far in school want 
10th grader to go 3515 5.54 1.34 1-7 
BYP79 ‘How far in school 
parent wants 10th grader to 
go’ 
Does the parent know 
the student’s 
whereabouts 
3246 3.82 0.49 1-4 
BYP55C ‘How often know 
whereabouts’ 
Table 5.5: Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges and Description of Variables for All 
Student Respondents 
 
expectations are basic to advocacy.  When parents expect a level of achievement from their 
children, they support the acquisition of that achievement through monitoring, supervision, and 
seeking any additional supports from the school and from the community.  The second parent-
level variable exploring school related advocacy is the number of days a week a parent eats 
dinner with the student.  On average (M=5.24, SD=2.06), students reported that they ate at least 
one meal a day, five days a week with their parent.  This variable is included because this 
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activity builds parent’s knowledge of the child.  Eating meals with the child provides opportunity 
for discussion of student’s challenges and strengths.  Further, this activity affords additional 
opportunity for parents to build fortitude and resilience into their children through example 
setting.  The third parent-level variable explores school related advocacy concerning how far the 
parent wants the student to go in school.  Mean responses (M=5.54, SD=1.34) that fall between 
two categories indicate that, on average, parents want their tenth grader to ‘graduate from 
college’ or ‘obtain a Master’s degree or equivalent’.  This variable is included because when 
parents communicate educational aspirations and expectations to their children, the behavior 
gives impetus to parental involvement and advocacy.  It ensures the strong possibility of the 
fulfillment of those expectations and the realization of the aspirations that they hold for their 
children.  The fourth parent-level variable exploring school related advocacy is how often the 
parent knows the whereabouts of the student.  Most respondents (85%) reported that the parent 
always (n=2767) knew the location of the student.  Only a small minority (3%) of respondents 
indicated that the parent never (n=34) or seldom (n=45) knew the whereabouts of the student.  
This variable is included because parental awareness of the child along with the establishment 
and support of rules pertinent to the child outside of school is fundamental to parental advocacy.  
Knowing a child’s whereabouts speaks to the concept of caring and to the parent’s ability to 




Bivariate statistical analysis was completed in SPSS to look at the effect of each variable 
independently on students’ standardized test composite scores from both math and reading.  
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Two-tailed independent samples t-tests are reported in table 5.6 for variables which are 
categorical and have only two levels.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was first run to 
ensure that the correct degrees of freedom were used for the t-tests.  If the variances could not 
assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-statistic is reported.  One-way analyses of variance 
(ANOVA) and Tukey’s honest significant difference (HSD) post-hoc comparisons are reported 
in Table 5.7 for variables which are categorical and have three levels, and in Table 5.8 for 
variables which are categorical and have four levels.  Pearson’s correlations are reported in Table 
5.9 for variables which are continuous or are treated as continuous (having more than five levels 
that are meaningful as a vector of increasing values).  Pairwise correlations between the different 
independent variables are not reported given that they are not relevant to the current research 
question. 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests are reported in Table 5.6 for variables which are 
categorical and have only two levels.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was first run to 
ensure that the correct degrees of freedom were used for the t-tests.  If the variances could not 
assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-statistic is reported.  Standardized math and reading test 
scores for students who identified as males (M=44.92, SD=9.30) were not significantly different 
from scores for students who did not identify as males (M=45.13, SD=8.86), t(4219)=0.76, 
p=.45.  Standardized math and reading test scores for students who reported attending an urban 
school (M=45.00, SD=9.16) were not significantly different from test scores for students who 
attended a suburban or rural school (M=45.02, SD=9.02), t(4235)=-0.05, p=.96.  Students who 
self-identified as Hispanic (M=45.46, SD=9.60) scored significantly higher on the standardized 
math and reading tests than students who did not self-identify as Hispanic (M=44.63, SD=8.44), 




Standardized Test Score 
(ni in parentheses) 
Respondent is male  
 Yes 44.92 
  (2093) 
 No 45.13 
 (2128) 
Respondent school is Urban  
 Yes 45.00 
  (2017) 
 No 45.02 
  (2220) 
Student is Hispanic  
 Yes 45.46** 
  (2209) 
 No 44.63 
  (1961) 
Parents are married  
 Yes 46.18*** 
  (2390) 
 No 44.00 
  (1195) 
Computer has access to the internet  
 Yes 47.71*** 
  (1997) 
 No 43.74 
  (433) 
Parent belong to parent teacher organization  
 Yes 48.38*** 
  (601) 
 No 44.90 
  (2612) 
Student has gone to parent for college entrance information  
 Yes 47.09*** 
  (1643) 
 No 45.56 
  (1597) 
 † p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001  
 Note: Within each predictor on the dependent variable, the superscript of the level of statistical 
significance is placed just on one of the two categories to indicate that the relative mean scores are 
statistically different from each other 
 
Table 5.6: Comparisons of Means on Math/Reading Composite Standardized Test Score by 
Independent Variables with Two Levels 
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that their parent was married or living in a marriage-like arrangement (M=46.18, SD=9.23) were 
significantly higher than students who reported that their parent was not living in a marriage-like 
situation (M=44.00, SD=8.71), t(2514.44)=6.92, p<.001.  Standardized test scores in math and 
reading for students whose parents reported that the home computer did not have access to the 
internet (M=43.74, SD=8.90) were significantly lower than scores for students whose parents 
reported that the family computer had access to the internet (M=47.71, SD=9.07), t(2428)=-8.40, 
p<.001.  Standardized test scores in math and reading for students whose parents belong to a 
parent-teacher organization (M=48.38, SD=9.31) were significantly higher than for students 
whose parents did not belong to a parent-teacher organization (M=44.90, SD=8.95), 
t(3211)=8.54, p<.001.  Standardized test scores in math and reading for students who have gone 
to their parent for college entrance information (M=47.09, SD=8.85) were significantly higher 
than for students who had not gone to their parent for college entrance information (M=45.56, 
SD=8.92), t(3238)=4.90, p<.001. 
One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) and Tukey’s honest significant difference 
(HSD) post-hoc comparisons are reported in Table 5.7 for variables which are categorical and 
have three levels.  There was a significant main effect of how often the parent discussed school 
courses with the student on the student’s standardized test scores in math and reading, F(2, 
3092)=52.28, p<.001.  Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons showed that standardized tests scores 
for students who never discussed school courses with parents (M=43.50, SD=9.00) were 
significantly lower (p<.001) than test scores for student who sometimes discussed school courses 
with parents (M=46.14, SD=8.76) and test scores for students who often discussed school 
courses with parents (M=48.16, SD=8.69).  Test scores for students who sometimes discussed 
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school courses with parents were significantly lower (p<.001) than test scores for students who 




Standardized Test Score (ni 
in parentheses) 
How often discuss school courses with parents  
 Never 43.50aaa-bbb 
  (682) 
 Sometimes 46.14aaa-ccc 
  (1596) 
 Often 48.16bbb-ccc 
  (815) 
 Total 46.09 
  (3093) 
 F 52.28*** 
How often discuss going to college with parents  
 Never 42.32aaa-bbb 
  (340) 
 Sometimes 45.73aaa-ccc 
  (1148) 
 Often 47.19bbb-ccc 
  (1546) 
 Total 46.09 
  (3034) 
 F 44.42*** 
 Note: Within the predictor on both dependent variables, two categories share a common superscript if 
their difference is statistically significant at either .05, .01, or .001 level (“a” or “b” indicate p<.05, “aa” 
or “bb” indicate p<.01, and “aaa” or “bbb” represent p<.001). Those compared means without a 
common superscript do not differ from each other at any of the levels of statistical significance 
considered. 
 
 Note: The F statistic is included and significance for the one-way ANOVA is indicated with an asterisk 
(† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001). 
 
Table 5.7: Weighted Comparison of Means on Math/Reading Composite Standardized Test 
Score by Independent Variables with Three Levels 
 
There was a significant main effect of how often the parent discussed going to college 
with the student on a student’s standardized test scores in math and reading, F(2, 3033)=44.42, 
p<.001.  Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons showed that standardized tests scores for students 
who never discussed going to college with parents (M=42.32, SD=8.62) were significantly lower 
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(p<.001) than test scores for student who sometimes discussed going to college with parents 
(M=45.73, SD=8.90) and test scores for students who often discussed going to college with 
parents (M=47.19, SD=8.66).  Test scores for students who sometimes discussed going to college 
with parents were significantly lower (p<.001) than test scores for students who often discussed 
going to college with parents. 
 One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) and Tukey’s honest significant difference 
(HSD) post-hoc comparisons are reported in Table 5.8 for variables which are categorical and 
have four levels.  There was a significant main effect from how often the parent checked that the 
student’s homework was completed on a student’s standardized test scores in math and reading, 
F(3, 3246)=9.24, p<.001.  Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons showed that standardized tests 
scores for students whose parents always checked that their homework was complete (M=44.70, 
SD=8.80) scored significantly lower (p<.01) than students whose parents never checked that 
their homework was complete (M=47.20, SD=10.19), as well as significantly lower (p<.05) than 
students whose parents seldom checked that their homework was complete (M=45.99, SD=9.47), 
and significantly lower (p<.001) than students whose parents usually checked that their 
homework was complete (M=46.30, SD=9.09).  There were no significant differences (all 
p’s>.05) between standardized tests scores for students whose parents never checked that their 
homework was complete, standardized tests scores for students whose parents seldom checked 
that their homework was complete, and standardized tests scores for students whose parents 
usually checked that their homework was complete.  This raises interest since it is widely held 
that a parent who checks the child’s homework is engaging in a valuable parental behavior in the 
interest of the student.  The results here contradict that belief.  It is possible to consider that that 
when parents do not hover and monitor relentlessly over students, that distance gives students a 
100 
better sense of responsibility and they rise to expectations.  These results convey that hovering, 
monitoring and consistently checking bring about the opposite of what the behavior is intended 
to do.  
 There was a significant main effect of whether the parent expected the student to succeed 
in school on a student’s standardized test scores in math and reading, F(3, 3990)=5.24, p<.01.  
Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons showed that standardized tests scores for students who 
strongly disagreed that their parents expected them to succeed in school (M=40.68, SD=10.19) 
were significantly lower (p<.05) than standardized tests scores for students who disagreed that 
their parents expected them to succeed in school (M=44.63, SD=9.96), as well as significantly 
lower (p<.01) than standardized tests scores for students who agreed that their parents expected 
them to succeed in school (M=44.95, SD=9.22), and significantly lower (p<.01) than 
standardized tests scores for students who strongly agreed that their parents expected them to 
succeed in school (M=45.21, SD=8.97).  There were no significant differences (all p’s>.05) 
between standardized tests scores for students who disagreed that their parents expected them to 
succeed in school, standardized tests scores for students who agreed that their parents expected 
them to succeed in school, and standardized tests scores for students who strongly agreed that 
their parents expected them to succeed in school. 
There was a significant main effect of how often the parent knew the whereabouts of the 
student on a student’s standardized test scores in math and reading, F(2, 3245)=6.09, p<.001.  
Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons showed that standardized tests scores for students whose 
parents never knew their whereabouts (M=40.26, SD=7.23) scored significantly lower (p<.01) 
than students whose parents usually knew their whereabouts (M=45.77, SD=8.68), and  
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Independent Variables Math/Reading Composite Standardized Test Score (ni in parentheses) 
How often check that student homework completed   
 Never 47.20aa 
  (218) 
 Seldom 45.99b 
  (605) 
 Usually 46.30ccc 
  (1002) 
 Always 44.70aa-b-ccc 
  (1422) 
 Total 45.60 
  (3247) 
 F 9.24*** 
Parent expect success in school  
 Strongly disagree 40.68a-bb-cc 
  (63) 
 Disagree 44.63a 
  (167) 
 Agree 44.95bb 
  (1244) 
 Strongly agree 45.21cc 
  (2517) 
 Total 45.03 
  (3991) 
 F 5.23** 
Does the parent know the student’s whereabouts   
 Never 40.26aa-bb 
  (34) 
 Seldom 42.22 
  (45) 
 Usually 45.77aa 
  (400) 
 Always 45.70bb 
  (2767) 
 Total 45.60 
  (3246) 
 F 6.09*** 
 Note: Within the predictor on both dependent variables, two categories share a common superscript if 
their difference is statistically significant at either .05, .01, or .001 level (“a” or “b” indicate p<.05, “aa” 
or “bb” indicate p<.01, and “aaa” or “bbb” represent p<.001). Those compared means without a 
common superscript do not differ from each other at any of the levels of statistical significance 
considered. 
 
 Note: The F statistic is included and significance for the one-way ANOVA is indicated with an asterisk 
(† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001). 
 
Table 5.8: Weighted Comparison of Means on Math/Reading Composite Standardized Test 
Score by Independent Variables with Four Levels 
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Significantly lower (p<.01) than students whose parents always knew their whereabouts 
(M=45.70, SD=9.22).  There were no significant differences (all p’s>.05) between standardized 
tests scores for students whose parents seldom knew their whereabouts, standardized tests scores 
for students whose parents usually knew their whereabouts, and standardized tests scores for 
students whose parents always knew their whereabouts.  A parent knowing her child’s 
whereabouts helps that child develop maturity and responsibility for his/her learning and growth.  
Lastly, there was no significant difference (p>.05) between standardized tests scores for students 
whose parents never knew their whereabouts and standardized tests scores for students whose 
parents seldom knew their whereabouts 
Pearson’s correlations are reported in Table 5.9 for variables which are continuous or are 
treated as continuous (having more than five levels that are meaningful as a vector of increasing 
values).  Students’ standardized test scores in math and reading were significantly moderately 
positively correlated with socio-economic status (r=.39, p<.001).  Students’ standardized test 
scores in math and reading were significantly weakly positively correlated with the occupational 
prestige of the parent’s job (r=.22, p<.001), the parent’s highest level of education (r=.29, 
p<.001), how often the parent discussed college courses with a student (r=.17, p<.001), how 
often the parent discussed going to college with the student (r=.14, p<.001), and how far in 
school the parents wanted the student to go (r=.25, p<.001).  Students’ standardized test scores in 
math and reading were significantly positively correlated with how often the parent reported 
knowing the student’s whereabouts (r=.07, p<.01), although this is a very weak effect.  Students’ 
standardized test scores in math and reading were significantly negatively correlated with how 
often the parent checked the student’s homework (r=-.12, p<.001).  Additionally, a student’s 
standardized test scores in math and reading were not significantly correlated with whether the 
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parent expects success in school of the student (r=-.02, p=.47) or the number of days the parent 






Socio-economic Status .39*** 
Parent’s job prestige .22*** 
Parent’s Highest Level of Education .29*** 
How often check that homework completed -.12*** 
How often discussed school courses with parents .17*** 
How often discussed doing to college with parents .14*** 
Parent’s expect success in school -.02 
Number of days per week that a parent eats a meal with the student -.03 
How far in school the parents want the student to go .25*** 
How often know student’s whereabouts .07** 
     † p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 5.9: Weighted Pearson’s Correlations between Math/Reading Composite 




An OLS multiple regression was conducted to see if certain parental beliefs, attitudes, 
behaviors, and resources as well as the students gender, ethnicity, location and socio-economic 
status predicted students’ standardized composite score on the math/reading test.  In total four 
models were built starting with the first model which looked at demographic variables only, then 
adding parent-level variables which explored the effect of barriers to involvement, then adding 
variables which looked at parent-level behaviors that demonstrate advocacy in school, and lastly 
building a fourth model adding variables which demonstrated parental advocacy for the student 
at home.  Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients for the 
variables in each of the four models can be seen in Table 5.10 in order to compare the effect of 
104 
adding each group of variables in predicting students’ standardized composite score on the 
math/reading test. 
 
Model I – Student-level demographic variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the student’s gender, school location, 
and ethnicity as predictors of students’ standardized composite score on the math/reading test 
was constructed.  The overall fit of the model was adjusted R2 =.01 which significantly accounts 
for more variance in the students’ composite scores in the math/reading test than in a model 
which did not include any variables, F(3,1396)=6.17, p<.001.   
The analysis in the first model shows that a student’s gender (β=-.06, p<.05) significantly 
predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all 
variables in model I, standardized test scores for students who reported being male were 0.98 
points lower than for students who did not report being male, which is significant at the .05 level.  
A student’s ethnicity (β=.10, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on 
standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model I, standardized test 
scores for students who reported being Hispanic were 1.73 points lower than students who did 
not report being Hispanic, which is significant at the .001 level.  Controlling for all variables in 
model I, environment of the student’s school (urban, non-urban) (p=.87) was not significant in 
predicting student performance on standardized math/reading tests in model I. 
This model supports the research in regard to the academic achievement of females in 
relation to that of males.  Females perform better on assessments than do males especially in the 
low-income African American populations.  African American males are out performed by all 
other groups.  
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 Model 
 I II III IV 
Student-level Variables     
   Respondent is male -0.98* -0.43 -0.74† -1.09* 
 (-.06) (-.02) (-.04) (-.06) 
   Respondent school is Urban 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.25 
 (.00) (.01) (.01) (.01) 
   Respondent is Hispanic 1.73*** 2.02*** 2.04*** 2.44*** 
 (.10) (.11) (.12) (.14) 
Parent-level Variables: Barriers to Involvement     
   Respondent’s Socio-Economic Status --- 5.41*** 4.90*** 4.70*** 
  (.42) (.38) (.37) 
   Parent’s current marital status --- 0.82 0.91† 0.81 
  (.04) (.05) (.04) 
   Parent’s job prestige --- -0.06** -0.05* -0.06** 
  (-.09) (-.09) (-.09) 
   Parent’s highest level of education --- -0.11 -0.12 -0.23 
  (-.03) (-.03) (-.05) 
   Does the family computer have access to the internet --- 1.51* 1.44* 1.29* 
  (.06) (.06) (.05) 
Parent-level Variables: Advocacy at School     
   Parent belongs to parent-teacher org --- --- 1.49** 1.36* 
   (.07) (.07) 
   How often check homework --- --- -1.07*** -1.16*** 
   (-.11) (-.12) 
   gone to parent for college entrance information --- --- -0.31 -0.35 
   (-.02) (-.02) 
   How often discuss school courses with parents --- --- 1.26*** 1.34*** 
   (.10) (.10) 
   How often discuss going to college with parent --- --- 0.02 -0.30 
   (.00) (-.02) 
Parent-level Variables: Advocacy at Home     
   Parent expects success in school --- --- --- 0.51 
    (.03) 
   Days/week eat meal with parent --- --- --- -0.16 
    (-.04) 
   How far in school want 10th grader to go --- --- --- 1.54*** 
    (.20) 
   How often know student’s whereabouts --- --- --- 1.28* 
    (.06) 
Constant 47.07*** 50.22*** 50.44*** 37.70*** 
Adjusted R2 .01 .15 .17 .21 
F 6.17*** 31.29*** 23.08*** 22.78*** 
a Information above is based on a listwise deletion of cases.  
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001  
Table 5.10: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for 
Math/Reading Composite Standardized Test Scorea 
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Model II – Parent-level variables: Barriers to involvement 
A second model was constructed which looked at parent-level variables which explore 
barriers to parental involvement (socio-economic status, current marital status of parent, the 
prestige of the parent’s job, parent’s highest level of education, whether the family has a 
computer with access to the internet at home) in addition to the variables from model I.  The 
overall fit of the second model was adjusted R2=.15 which significantly accounts for more 
variance in the students’ composite scores in the math/reading test than in the first model which 
did not include these variables, F(5,1391)=45.76, p<.001. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that a student’s 
ethnicity (β=.11, p<.001) significantly predicts a students’ performance on standardized tests in 
reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model II, standardized test scores for students 
who reported being Hispanic were 2.02 points lower than students who did not report being 
Hispanic, which is significant at the .001 level.  Controlling for all variables in model II, 
student’s gender (p=.33), and school location (p=.80) were all not significant in predicting 
student performance on standardized math/reading tests in model II.  However, race and 
ethnicity remain significant factors in student academic performance.  
Second, the parent-level variables that explore barriers to involvement which are new in 
model II are examined.  A student’s socio economic status (β=.42, p<.001) significantly predicts 
a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables 
in model II, for every unit increase in the composite socio-economic score, students’ 
standardized test scores increase 5.41 points, which is significant at the .001 level.  The 
occupational prestige of a parent’s job (β=-.09, p<.01) significantly predicts students’ 
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performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model II, 
for every unit increase in occupational prestige score, students’ standardized test scores 
decreases 0.06 points, which is significant at the .01 level.  Parental report of having a home 
computer with access to the internet (β=.06, p<.05) significantly predicts students’ performance 
on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in new model II, 
standardized test scores for students whose parents reported that the home computer has access 
to the internet are 1.51 points higher than for students whose parents reported that the home 
computer didn’t have access to the internet, which is significant at the .05 level.  Controlling for 
all variables in model II, parent’s current marital status (p=.11), and parent’s highest level of 
education (p=.55) were all not significant in predicting student performance on standardized 
math/reading tests in model II. 
Model II points to the negative impact of SES on student achievement.  Access to 
opportunities and resources that can support and advance student achievement are associated 
with higher levels of socio-economic status. 
 
Model III – Parent-level variables: Advocacy at school 
A third model was constructed which looked at parent-level variables which explore 
parent behaviors in the school that demonstrate advocacy (whether the parent belongs to a 
parent-teacher organization, how often the parent checks the student’s homework, whether the 
student has gone to the parent for college entrance information, how often the parent discusses 
school courses with the student, how often the parent discusses going to college with the student) 
in addition to the variables from model II.  The overall fit of the third model was adjusted R2=.17 
which significantly accounts for more variance in the students’ composite scores in the 
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math/reading test than in the second model which did not include these variables, 
F(5,1386)=8.58, p<.001. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I and model II were explored.  
The analysis of these previous variables from the first and second models in the third model 
shows that a student’s gender (β=-.04, p=.10) approaches significantly predicting a student’s 
performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model 
III, standardized test scores for students who reported being male were 0.74 points lower than for 
students who did not report being male, which approaches significance at the .05 level.  A 
student’s ethnicity (β=.12, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized 
tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model III, standardized test scores for 
students who reported being Hispanic were 2.04 points lower than for students who did not 
report being Hispanic, which is significant at the .001 level.  A student’s socio economic status 
(β=.38, p<.001) significantly predicts the student’s performance on standardized tests in reading 
and math.  Controlling for all variables in model III, for every unit increase in the composite 
socio-economic score, students’ standardized test scores increase 4.90 points, which is 
significant at the .001 level.  The current marital status of a student’s parents (β=.05, p=.07) 
approaches significantly predicting a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and 
math.  Controlling for all variables in model III, standardized test scores for students who 
reported being male were 0.91 points lower than for students who did not report being male, 
which approaches significance at the .05 level.  The occupational prestige of a parent’s job (β=-
.09, p<.05) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and 
math.  Controlling for all variables in model III, for every unit increase in occupational prestige 
score, students’ standardized test scores decreases 0.05 points, which is significant at the .05 
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level.  Parental report of having a home computer with access to the internet (β=.06, p<.05) 
significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all old variables in model III, standardized test scores for students whose parents 
reported that the home computer has access to the internet are 1.44 points higher than for 
students whose parents reported that the home computer didn’t have access to the internet, which 
is significant at the .05 level.  Controlling for all variables in model III, school location (p=.74), 
and parent’s highest level of education (p=.51), were all not significant in predicting student 
performance on standardized math/reading tests in model III. 
Second, the parent-level variables that explore advocacy at school which are new in 
model III are examined.  Parental involvement in a parent-teacher organization (β=.07, p<.01) 
significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model III, standardized test scores for students whose parents 
belonged to a parent-teacher organization were 1.49 points higher than for students whose 
parents did not belong to a parent-teacher organization, which is significant at the .01 level.  The 
frequency with which a parent checks a student’s homework to make sure it is correct (β=-.11, 
p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model III, for every unit increase in the frequency reported that a 
parent checks the student’s homework for completeness, the student’s standardized test scores 
decreased 1.07 points, which is significant at the .001 level.  The frequency with which a parent 
discussed school courses with a student (β=.10, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s 
performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model 
III, for every unit increase in the frequency reported that a parent discussed school courses with a 
student, the student’s standardized test scores increased 1.26 points, which is significant at the 
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.001 level.  Controlling for all variables in model III, whether the student went to the parent for 
college entrance information (p=.49), and how often the parent and student discussed going to 
college (p=.97) were all not significant in predicting student performance on standardized 
math/reading tests in model III. 
Model III reiterates the impact of SES on student academic performance.  Although a 
parent’s level of education and occupation are not statistically significant in student performance, 
a parent’s marital status proves significant.  Marital status speaks to parents’ ability to be 
involved in behaviors that carry benefits to student performance.  Some of these might be a 
parent’s ability to discuss school with the child and to take the time to be involved at home and 
in the school.  These behaviors have significance for student achievement.  
 
Model IV – Parent-level variables: Advocacy at home 
A fourth model was constructed which looked at parent-level variables which explore 
parent behaviors at home that demonstrate advocacy (whether the parent expects success in 
school, the number of days per week that the parent eats a meal with the student, how far in 
school the parent wants the student to go, how often does the parent know the student’s 
whereabouts) in addition to the variables from model III.  The overall fit of the fourth model was 
adjusted R2=.21 which significantly accounts for more variance in the students’ composite scores 
in the math/reading test than in the third model which did not include these variables, 
F(5,1382)=18.09, p<.001. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I, model II, and model III were 
explored.  The analysis of these previous variables from the first, second, and third models in the 
fourth model shows that a student’s gender (β=-.06, p<.05) significantly predicts a student’s 
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performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model 
IV, standardized test scores for students who reported being male were 1.09 points lower than for 
students who did not report being male, which approaches significance at the .05 level.  A 
student’s ethnicity (β=.14, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized 
tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model IV, standardized test scores for 
students who reported being Hispanic were 2.44 points lower than for students who did not 
report being Hispanic, which is significant at the .001 level.  A student’s socio economic status 
(β=.37, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading 
and math.  Controlling for all variables in model IV, for every unit increase in the composite 
socio-economic score, students’ standardized test scores increase 4.70 points, which is 
significant at the .001 level.  The occupational prestige of a parent’s job (β=-.09, p<.01) 
significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, for every unit increase in occupational prestige score, 
students’ standardized test scores decrease 0.06 points, which is significant at the .01 level.  
Parental report of having a home computer with access to the internet (β=.05, p<.05) 
significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, standardized test scores for students whose parents 
reported that the home computer has access to the internet are 1.29 points higher than for 
students whose parents reported that the home computer didn’t have access to the internet, which 
is significant at the .05 level.  Parental involvement in a parent-teacher organization (β=.07, 
p<.05) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, standardized test scores for students whose parents 
belong to a parent-teacher organization were 1.36 points higher than for students whose parents 
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did not belong to a parent-teacher organization, which is significant at the .05 level.  The 
frequency with which a parent checks a student’s homework to make sure it is correct (β=-.12, 
p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, for every unit increase in the frequency reported that a 
parent checks the student’s homework for completeness, the student’s standardized test scores 
decreased 1.16 points, which is significant at the .001 level.  The frequency with which a parent 
discussed school courses with a student (β=.10, p<.001) significantly predicts a student’s 
performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model 
IV, for every unit increase in the frequency reported that a parent discussed school courses with a 
student, the student’s standardized test scores increased 1.34 points, which is significant at the 
.001 level.  Controlling for all variables in model IV, school location (p=.56), parent’s current 
marital status (p=.10), parent’s highest level of education (p=.20), whether the student went to 
the parent for college entrance information (p=.43), and how often the parent and student 
discussed going to college (p=.46) were all not significant in predicting student performance on 
standardized math/reading tests in model IV. 
Second, the parent-level variables that explore advocacy at home which are new in model 
IV are examined.  The level of schooling a parent wants the student to reach (β=.20, p<.001) 
significantly predicts a student’s performance on standardized tests in reading and math.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, for every unit increase in the level of schooling a 
parent wants the student to reach, the student’s standardized test scores increased 1.54 points, 
which is significant at the .001 level.  The frequency with which a parent reports knowing the 
whereabouts of a student (β=.06, p<.05) significantly predicts a student’s performance on 
standardized tests in reading and math.  Controlling for all variables in model IV, for every unit 
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increase in the frequency with which a parent reports knowing the whereabouts of a student, the 
student’s standardized test scores increased 1.28 points, which is significant at the .05 level.  
Controlling for all variables in model IV, whether the parent expects success in school (p=.16), 
and the number of days in a week that the student eats a meal with the parent (p=.16) were all not 
significant in predicting student performance on standardized math/reading tests in model IV. 
Model IV provides a clearer picture of the impact of parental involvement on academic 
achievement.  Parents who participate in the school, even only as a member of the parent 
organization, and who provide a supportive network at home for their children, positively impact 
student academic performance.   
 
Discussion 
The four models in this regression are helpful in statistically analyzing variables that 
carry the most import on student performance.  In Model I, demographic variables of sex, 
race/ethnicity, and urbanicity are by themselves not statistically significant in affecting student 
performance.  In this model, however, females perform better on standardized tests than do 
males.  
 In Model II, with the addition of parent level variables that could be barriers to parental 
involvement, race and ethnicity remain as statistically significant factors.  Having a computer in 
the home with access to the internet supports student achievement.  The parent’s occupation 
variable does point to SES and is also statistically significant for student performance.  In this 
Model II, the parent’s marital status and education level were not found to have significance in 
predicting student academic performance. 
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 In Model III, those variables that speak to parent advocacy are built in.  In this model, 
then, variables of sex, race, ethnicity, and SES are shown to be critical to student performance.  
Additionally, when included in this model, the marital status of the parent approached 
significance.  Furthermore, parental behaviors that indicate support of the student positively 
impact student performance.  Some of these behaviors are providing in-home resources such as a 
computer with internet access, and discussing school courses with the student.  In Model III, the 
frequency with which parents checked students’ homework for completeness and accuracy 
negatively impacted student performance.  Statistically, the more parents checked homework, the 
worse the student performed academically.  Parents must find a balance in which they can 
monitor and provide oversight yet still give children opportunities to develop responsibility and 
self-reliance.   
 In Model IV where the variables are pertinent to advocacy at home, many have 
significance to student performance.  In this model, parental occupation is significant to student 
performance along with the parent’s involvement in the parent-teacher organization.  When 
checking a student’s homework for completeness is included as a variable in this model, it holds 
some significance in predicting students’ academic performance.  In Model IV, gender, 
race/ethnicity, and SES hold significance in predicting student performance.  Model IV best 
indicates those variables that affect student performance.   
 
Summary of Chapter 5 
In the population selected for this study, these factors are critical.  Race/ethnicity, and 
SES often prevent those behaviors that are shown to have significance on student performance.  
A one-parent household runs the risk of not having the economic base to support behaviors of 
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parental involvement and parental advocacy for children.  Model IV validates the need for 
resources of income that in turn afford the parent time to be involved in school memberships, to 
discuss school and courses with the student, to convey expectations, to develop responsibility 
and resilience in the student, and to engage in the advocacy necessary at home and in the school 
that support and advance student achievement.  The following chapter looks specifically at 
parental involvement in a local urban school district in order to analyze and inform on beliefs, 
attitudes, and barriers to involvement that might impact student academic achievement.  
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 Chapter 6 
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT – LOCAL STUDY 
 
Roadmap of Chapter 6 
This chapter provides a comprehensive description of the research methodology used for 
this investigation.  A description of the research tool used for collecting data is explained.  The 
description also includes how the data was collected and the methods used for analysis are 
outlined.  Summaries of the research analyses are provided.   
 
Introduction 
The review of the literature indicates that there is a strong relationship between parental 
involvement and student achievement (Epstein, 2005; Jeynes, 2007, 2016; Greene, 2013).  Clark 
and Dickson (2015) concluded from their research that if parents expect their children to go far 
in school, then they must harness their resources and leverage both their social and cultural 
capital to facilitate those expectations and to provide their children with the supports to succeed 
as students.  This research builds on the previous 2015 study done by Clark and Dickson.  
Current research opines that parental expectations for student achievement is a factor in and 
relevant to student achievement and is a behavior to which parents must give strong 
consideration.   
These findings have been applied in a broad sense across all socio-economic and 
racial/ethnic groups.  Nonetheless, low-income African American, Hispanic, and other 
racial/ethnic minority students still fall academically far behind their White and Asian 
counterparts.  The data show that African American males continue to consistently make little 
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academic achievement progress (Greene, 2013; NAEP, 2015; Anderson, 2016; Jeynes, 2016).  
For this group of students, achievement inequity is a reality.  Some factors that have been often 
thought to be critical in parental support of student achievement such as eating meals together, 
and knowing their children’s whereabouts, did not yield significance as expected.  Nonetheless, 
these behaviors should not be devalued since these behaviors are important to student success 
(Bergeron, 2015).  Instead attitudes about students’ ability to learn and whether ability itself is a 
learned response yielded some significance (Clark & Dickson, 2015).  This study, however, 
attempted to also evaluate other factors that contribute to student achievement and that can 
increase equity in achievement for minority students and for English language learners.  To that 
end, the study yielded some interesting information regarding parental attitudes and beliefs.  
Results strongly suggest, however, that research into the barriers that prevent or stymie parental 
involvement behaviors that consistently communicate high academic expectations, that build 
resilience in students, and that empower parents to believe in the efficacy of their involvement 
must be undertaken.   
Facilitating equity in achievement for low-income African American and Hispanic 
students continues to be a focus of and concern for many public school districts.  Increasing the 
knowledge and skills of parents through identification, training, and involvement can be a tool 
for low-income minority parents to help their children succeed and compete.  This current 
research investigates the parental involvement of low-income parents of Black, immigrant, and 
Hispanic students, the assets these parents bring to advancing and supporting the education of 





In urban communities of low-income minority, racially and ethnically diverse, and 
immigrant families, this research seeks to investigate the impact of parental involvement on the 
academic achievement of this student population.  This investigation into the beliefs, and 
practices of parents of low-income minority and immigrant students regarding parental 
engagement can help school administration create a parent force that is a true partnership with 
the school in advancing student achievement.  The key research questions are: (1) Are there 
forms of and barriers to cultural capital that influence academic achievement specific to low-
income, minority, and immigrant students? (2) Does parental cultural capital influence academic 
achievement of low-income, minority, and immigrant students generally? and, (3) Can an 
emergent technology be leveraged to promote increased parental involvement in low-income, 
minority, and immigrant school communities?  Results will be disseminated by publication of the 
dissertation upon acceptance, and at various academic conferences.   
 
Research Design and Methodology 
This research investigates the involvement of low income minority parents in the 
academic lives of their children.  It seeks to ascertain the assets that these parents bring to 
advance and support the education of their children.  Further, by analyzing student performance 
data, it can inform on strategies specific to advancing the academic achievement of this student 
population and the facilitation of increased equity in achievement.  This investigation could serve 
the legitimate educational interests of the urban school district in this study.  
Archival student achievement data pertaining to fourth grade students was analyzed.  
Approximately 250 data entries for student performance on math and English language arts 
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assessments were studied.  No identifiers of students are provided.  Therefore, total anonymity of 
students was achieved.  The analysis model in Figure 6.1 depicts those factors that impact 
student achievement.  Parents’ attitudes and feelings about how they view their children’s school 
and their perceptions of how the school views them seems critical in the kind and amount of 
parental involvement that they demonstrate.  When parents feel welcomed and encouraged, they 
feel comfortable enough to be engaged in supportive behaviors, to ask questions, and to seek out 
needed resources for their children.  If parents believe that they bring little value to the school or 
that the school does not value their presence or recognize the contributions that they bring, they 
foster a mistrust of the school and further limit their overt relationship or engagement with the 
school.   
 
Figure 6.1: Analysis Logic Model of Factors Impacting Student Achievement 
 
Meaningful parental involvement involves the ability of parents to leverage their parental 












Parents who work long hours and who lack the socio-economic support often are unable to 
engage in the more traditional activities of parental involvement that are associated with the 
schools.  The ability of parents to align themselves with social networks is a valuable resource.  
These networks open parents to the right information, knowledge, and resources that help them 
support and advocate for their children.  However, none of these behaviors can be engaged in if 
parents do not have the time and the economic resources to devote to doing so.   
Parental attitudes and actions can impact student achievement.  Often, in low income 
minority and immigrant populations, parents see their roles as separate and distinct from those of 
the school.  Many relinquish activities pertaining to the formal behaviors of learning and 
achievement to the dictates and purview of the school in the belief that the school’s role is to take 
care of academics.  Furthermore, many parents see their role as one in which they provide for the 
basic physical, emotional, and cultural needs of the child as preparation for the child to succeed 
in school.  The school, therefore, assumes the responsibilities commensurate with teaching and 
learning. 
Figure 6.2 provides a design of the instruments used in this research.  Each of the two 
instruments is discussed and described in much greater detail in this chapter.  Archival data 
regarding parents’ use of the Parent Portal was accessed.  This is a web based technology that 
affords parents immediate and up-to-date access to their children’s academic information and 
achievement.  The PASS survey was administered to parents to analyze their feelings, attitudes 
and actions, and the resources that they bring to bear in supporting and advancing their children’s 
achievement.  Having gathered information from the survey, and having also accessed data from 




Figure 6.2: Instrument Model 
 
Setting and Sample 
In an era when many school districts are experiencing declining enrollment, this school 
district is experiencing a population boon.  One of the reasons for selecting this school district is 
that it is recognized for its efforts in providing support for students’ academic achievement and 
their social and emotional development and health.  Another reason is that housing is affordable.  
This urban school district is one in which all of its schools have been designated as state and 
national schools of character.   
 The poverty index is high since more than sixty percent of its student population is 
eligible for free and reduced lunch.  Parental involvement in the traditional sense leaves much to 
be desired.  Because of the factors described, a study of parental involvement, and factors that 
thwart involvement in this district, could yield very valuable and pertinent information for 









The study was conducted in an urban school district in what could in many aspects be 
described as a suburban community.   Residents are low to middle income African American, 
Anglo and French/Creole, and Hispanic families.  Mostly all parents of school-aged children 
work; and many of the immigrant population work more than one job and long hours.  These 
facts are of great import for the study.  They inform on parents’ ability to be engaged and 
involved through maintaining a presence in the schools.  Based on the factors delineated, it is 
understandable that many parents would not be able to volunteer in the schools, attend functions, 
report to the school when requested to do so, or to be available to report to participate in 
committees and in other parent-school organizations.   
Further, when parents work long hours, the amount of time and the quality of their 
parenting at home are called into question.  Additionally, time away from home takes from their 
ensuring that their children do adequate study at home since they are not there to provide the 
necessary oversight.  Most importantly, parents’ knowledge of and access to resources for 
children are greatly compromised when working long hours.  Having to do so deprives many of 
the time to be exposed to and develop those relationships necessary to acquire the social capital 
that gives them an ‘in” with the school.   
The school district is comprised of four elementary schools serving pre-Kindergarten to 
grade four, one intermediate school serving grades five and six, one middle school for grades 
seven and eight,  and one senior high school.  Annually, approximately 69% of the seniors 
graduate after four years of secondary education.  After five years, the percentage of graduating 
seniors increases to 79%.  Graduates go on to post- secondary studies at both two-year and four-
year institutions.  On an average, close to 15% of graduating seniors enter the job market in 
apprenticeships or as minimum wage earners.  There is a population of the community that does 
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not go on to higher education.  There is also a section that either goes on to higher education 
while working or years after graduating from high school.  The school district is classified as a 
Title 1 district since at least 60% of the student population are eligible for free and reduced 
lunch.  The student demographics are shown in Tables 6.1 and 6.2.  These demographics are 
mentioned as they point to the socio-economic level of the community.  Student eligibility for 
free and reduced lunch at a seventy percent rate indicates the level of family income.  As a result, 
families are limited in their ability to provide financial supports for their children in the form of 
tutors, cultural classes and the like that would be evidenced in middle and high income families.  
 
Ethnicity Enrollment Percent 
Hispanic 3966 54.00% 
African American 3151 43.00% 
Haitian/Creole1 -- -- 
White 124 1.70% 
Asian 68 1.00% 
American Indian/Alaska Native 8 0.10% 
Mixed Race 10 0.13% 
Unclassified 6 0.08% 
TOTAL 7333 100.01% 
1 Haitian and Creole students are identified as African American 
Table 6.1: District Demographics Ethnicity Chart 2015-2016 (Source: PowerSchool, 2016) 
 
As shown in Table 6.1, 54% of students in the district are reported as Hispanic, followed 
by 45% African American, and the remaining 1% comprised of White, Indian, or racially 
unclassified students.  The survey participants are parents of African American, Mixed Race, 
Anglo and French/Creole Caribbean, and Hispanic students.  The community has been 
experiencing a growing immigrant English language learner population that is projected to 
continue to leap ahead and surpass that of the existing African American population.  These facts 
are presented to underscore the racial and ethnic shift being experienced in this community.  In 
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addition to the schools serving a population that is both low-income and minority, the growing 
immigrant and English language learner population present challenges to parent involvement that 
are not found in many of the majority, middle, and affluent communities.  
Table 6.2 shows the number of English language learners by their native language.  Of 
the 7,333 students currently enrolled in the district, 2,982 or 40% are English language learners.  
The highest proportion are Spanish speakers at 31.8% followed by Haitian Creole speakers at 
8.9%.  The immigrant and the language learner families bring cultural beliefs and practices 
pertaining to their children’s education that may not be held by the dominant culture and the 
school.  Some of these concern the level and the kind of parental involvement that the parent 
should engage in with the school.  In some cultures the role and responsibilities of both parents 
and the school are both distinct and separate.  Further, even though some parents might want to 
be involved, language often presents a barrier to meaningful involvement.  
This district provides characteristics important and relevant to engaging in a current 
investigation into parental involvement as it pertains specifically to a community that is 
distinctly urban, demographically low-income, minority, immigrant, and with a growing English 
language learner population.  As observed earlier in this study, much of the research on parental 
involvement focuses on White, middle class, and affluent communities and those practices that 
work for these communities.   
 
Language   Student Percent 
Spanish Former Learners 978 13.33% 
 Current Learners 1351 18.42% 
English  4351 59.30% 
French/Creole 653 8.90% 
LOTE   -- -- 
 TOTAL 7333 100% 




 Most, if not all, parents want their children to succeed.  However, in school communities 
such as this district being studied, it is not only valuable but imperative to consider factors of 
race, ethnicity, socio-economic status, language, student academic performance, and equity of 
opportunity to inform on and engender the kind of parental involvement most effective for 
students in urban communities.  
 
Student Performance Data 
In this section, student performance data for the district under study is shown.  The body 
of research on parental involvement generally purport that strong academic achievement is tied 
to parental involvement.  In this district, although the data indicate some performance growth on 
State assessments, equity in achievement is still of concern.  
 
  
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4  
Grade # Tested 0-43 44-64 65-84 85-100 % Passing 
3 386 24% 30% 29% 17% 46% 
4 391 27% 38% 22% 13% 35% 
5 394 32% 35% 24% 9% 33% 
6 455 35% 42% 17% 6% 23% 
7 440 50% 32% 16% 2% 18% 
8 321 54% 43% 3% 0% 3% 
Total 2,387 37% 37% 19% 8% 27% 
Table 6.3:  2014-2015 Summary of Student Performance: Grade 3-8 Math Assessment 
Results 
 
As reported on State assessments for Math, English Language Arts (ELA), and Regents 
examinations, student performance data show both improved and declining results.  Overall 
performance in the district for math grades 3-8 show that for the 2014-2015 school year, 27% of 
students passed the math assessment.  This represented a 1% increase over the previous year.  
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However, of the 2,592 students who took the ELA assessment in grades 3-8, 20% of those 
students received a passing score compared to 22% in the 2013-2014 school year demonstrating 
a 2% decline in overall student performance.  Performance on State assessments show growth in 
math.  However, the decline demonstrated on the English language arts (ELA) assessment can be 
correlated at this time with an increase in the English language learner student population.  
Overall, student performance data indicates much room for achievement growth.  
 At the third grade level, 46% of students passed the math state assessment, which is a 
10% increase over the previous year.  In fourth grade, 35% of the students, an increase of 4% 
over the previous year, passed the math assessment.  Fifth grade demonstrated a 2% drop in its 
passing rate performance compared to the previous year.  Of the 394 students tested, 33% passed 
in the 2014-2015 school year compared to 35% in the 2013-2014 school year.  At sixth grade, 
23% of students passed math, which is a 1% decrease from the previous year.  Of the 440 
students who took the State math assessment at seventh grade, 18%, or 3% fewer than the 
previous year, passed this seventh grade assessment.  At eighth grade, the passing rate for 
students on the State’s math assessment remained stagnant or showed no change from the 
previous year.  In both the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years, 3% of eighth grade students 
passed the State math assessment.  Based on the performance data reported, students show only 
small increments in academic achievement.  Overall, as students advance into the grades, their 
performance on math State assessments decline. 
The overall data is indicative of steady or incremental decline in performance as students 
move through the grades.  At third grade, 46% of the district’s students passed the math 
assessment.  However, the passing rate drops steadily so that by eighth grade only 3% of the 




Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4  
Grade # Tested 0-43 44-64 65-84 85-100 % Passing 
3 381 33% 37% 28% 2% 30% 
4 420 39% 44% 15% 3% 18% 
5 398 39% 39% 21% 2% 23% 
6 454 39% 43% 11% 6% 17% 
7 464 51% 35% 13% 1% 14% 
8 475 33% 46% 18% 3% 21% 
Total 2,592 39% 41% 17% 3% 20% 
Table 6.4:  2014-2015 Summary of Student Performance: Grade 3-8 ELA Assessment 
Results 
 
On the ELA State assessment at third grade, the passing rate increased by 6% over the 
previous year.  Thirty percent (30%) of the district’s students passed this assessment at third 
grade.  At fourth grade, the passing percentage rate was 18% down from the previous rate of 
23%.  This is indicative of a 5% decline.  At fifth grade, the passing rate was essentially stable at 
23% indicative of a 1% increase over the previous year.  Student performance declined by 4% in 
grade six.  The passing rate was 17% for the 2014-2015 school year compared to 21% passing 
performance in the previous year.  At seventh grade there was an 8% decline.  The passing rate 
for students went from 22% in 2013-2014 to 14% in the 2014-2015 school year.  Students in 
grade eight dropped from 22% to 21%.  The passing rate declined by 1% from the previous 
school year for students who took the ELA assessment in eighth grade.  Similar to math, student 
performance on ELA State assessments decline as they advance grade levels.   
Compared to math performance data, student performance in ELA is not as precipitous, 
however, there is a decline in student achievement as they move up through the grades in 
preparation for the high school course of study. 
At the high school level, student achievement is reported for passing rates in both 
Regents ELA and math.  Of those students who took the Regents exam in ELA, 88% of the 
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students achieved a passing score.  However, the data shows a decline over the past three years, 
in the number of students who took the Regents exam.  In 2012-2013, of the 610 students who 
took the ELA Regents, 80% passed.  In the 2013-2014 school year, 86% of the 475 students who 
sat for the ELA Regents achieved a passing score.  In 2014-2015, however, the number of 
students who sat for the ELA Regents declined to 337 students.  Of that number, 88% passed.  At 
the high school level, student academic performance shows moderate to strong performance.  
However, fewer students sit for the various Regents assessments.  This might have implications 
for parental involvement.   
   
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 
 Subject # Tested 0-54 55-64 65-84 85-100 % Passing 
ELA ELA 337 5% 8% 46% 41% 88% 
Math Integrated Alg 245 20% 41% 39% 0% 39% 
 
Geometry 293 9% 30% 45% 16% 61% 
  Algebra II/Trig 226 42% 25% 23% 11% 34% 
Science Earth Science 371 6% 12% 60% 22% 82% 
 
Living Enviro 710 11% 12% 50% 27% 76% 
 
Chemistry 148 9% 18% 61% 13% 74% 
  Physics 152 7% 17% 59% 18% 78% 
Social  Global History 619 15% 14% 45% 26% 71% 
Studies US Hist & Gov 481 6% 5% 30% 57% 88% 
Table 6.5:  June 2015 Summary of Student Performance: Regent Scores 
 
Student average passing performance on three math assessments, Integrated Algebra, 
Geometry, and Algebra 2 Trig, is reported as an average a rate of below 50%.  The passing rate 
in Integrated Algebra dropped from 59% in the previous year to 39% in the 2014-2015 school 
year.  In Geometry, 61% of the students passed the Geometry Regents, compared to 78% in the 
previous year.  Similarly, data for the Algebra 2 Trig Regents examination shows that, compared 
to a 50% passing rate in the 2013-2014 school year, 34% of students passed this exam in the 
2014-2015 school year.  Similarly, as in ELA, students achieve with slight to moderate degrees 
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of proficiency in math.  However, fewer students sit for the assessments.  These results might 
have strong implications for parental involvement. 
Research points to the value of parental involvement in the academic performance and 
achievement of students.  This performance data is included to show that, overall, there is a need 
for improved student performance for this district under study.  Schools might consider whether 
diminished levels of parental involvement impact the performance results reported above.  
Further, this performance data forces the school to look at itself in terms of how it can better 
educate the school community in forging partnerships with the school to better support students 
and create opportunities for realizing equity in achievement for all students and bringing about 
improved academic success. 
 
The Parent Portal As a Research Tool 
The Parent Portal is an online system by which both parents and students can keep track 
or be aware of a student’s assignments, progress, scores, report card, and state test results.  
During the 2012-2013 school year, this system was implemented and made accessible for parents 
of students in grades 7-12.  Parents of elementary students were afforded access to the Parent 
Portal in the 2014-2015 school year.  Parents can access the portal using a web browser or 
mobile app and then create their own accounts.  After creating the link, the parent gains access to 
the student’s data.  The portal provides the same information to the parent and to the student.  
Both can view live data as well as stored information.  Attendance and gradebook information is 
live as well as grades and assignments entered by the teacher.  Stored grade information can be 
viewed as well as progress reports and report cards.  
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 The Parent Portal was implemented in an effort to reach and engage all parents in the 
academic lives of their children.  In addition, specifically for those parents for whom work 
schedules and child-care responsibilities posed barriers to being physically present at the school, 
the Parent Portal seemed to offer a viable avenue for meaningful parental involvement.  “Part of 
the school’s marketing strategy is to make it very user friendly for parents” (Anthony Picciano, 
apicciano.commons.gc.cuny.edu, 2013).  To that end, the online technology was leveraged as an 
alternative and addition to the brick and mortar or parents’ physical presence at the school.  
Parent use of the portal was reviewed and analyzed through archival data. 
 
Univariate Analysis 
The archival data on parent use of the Parent Portal was accessed and reviewed for this 
investigation, as can be seen in Table 6.6 and in Table 6.7. 
 
 Parent 
Grade On Portal % On Portal 
Pre-K 79 65.0 
1 219 68.4 
2 198 58.0 
3 115 27.1 
4 147 45.2 
5 142 33.0 
6 128 29.2 
7 103 29.4 
8 89 32.6 
9 78 18.3 
10 51 15.4 
11 33 7.5 
12 7 17.5 
Table 6.6:  Parent Participation on the Parent Portal by Grade level 
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At the Kindergarten level, student achievement is assessed by the portfolio method.  Of 
120 students assessed, 98% of those students received a passing grade and 79 of those students’ 
parents reported using the Parent Portal.  Therefore, 65% of parents of kindergarten students 
access the Parent Portal.   
 Students in grade 1 were also assessed by portfolio.  Of the 320 students assessed, 89.3% 
or 286 students passed the assessment.  The number of parents at this grade level who used the 
Parent Portal was 219 or 68.4%. 
 Students in grade 2 were also assessed by the portfolio method.  Of 342 students 
assessed, 82.2% or 281 students passed this assessment.  The number of parents at this grade 
level who used the Parent Portal was 198 or 58%. 
 At grade 3, students get their first exposure to State assessments.  The State ELA test was 
administered to 425 third graders.  Of that number, 209 students or 49.2 % passed the test.  The 
number of parents of these third graders who accessed the Parent Portal was 115 or 27.1%. 
 
  Student 
Grade Assessment tool Assessed Passing % Passing 
Pre-K Portfolio 120 98 82.0 
1 Portfolio 320 286 89.3 
2 Portfolio 342 281 82.2 
3 State ELA Test 425 209 49.2 
4 State ELA Test 325 218 68.1 
5 State ELA Test 430 251 58.3 
6 State ELA Test 439 243 55.3 
7 State ELA Test 350 179 51.1 
8 State ELA Test 273 162 59.3 
9 Living Environment 427 303 70.1 
10 Global Studies 332 247 74.4 
11 Regents ELA 440 291 66.1 
12 AP Literature 40 29 72.5 
Table 6.7:  Student Achievement by Grade Level and By Assessment Tool 
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 The State ELA test was administered in grade 4 to 325 students.  The number of students 
passing that test was 218 or 68.1%.  Of those 325 students, 147 parents or 45.2% of parents of 
these fourth graders accessed the Parent Portal. 
At grade 5, students take the fifth grade State assessment in ELA.  The number of 
students who took the test at this level was 430 with 251 students or 58.3% receiving passing 
scores.  The number of parents of students at grade five who reported accessing the Parent Portal 
was 142 or 33%. 
 At grade 6, students take the sixth grade State assessment in ELA.  The number of 
students who took the test in grade 6 was 439 with 243 students or 55.3% receiving passing 
scores.  The number of parents of students at grade six who reported accessing the Parent Portal 
was 128 or 29.2%. 
 The seventh grade ELA State test was administered to 350 students with 179 students or 
51.1% receiving a passing score.  The number of parents of students at grade seven who reported 
accessing the Parent Portal was 103 or 29.4%. 
 At the eighth grade 273 students took the eighth grade State assessment in ELA.  Of 
those students, 162 or 59.3% passed that assessment.  The number of parents of students at grade 
eight who reported accessing the Parent Portal was 89 or 32.6%. 
 In ninth grade, 427 students took the Living Environment test which is the State 
assessment in science at grade nine.  Of those students, 303 or 70.1% received a passing score.  
The number of parents of students at grade nine who reported accessing the Parent Portal was 78 
or 18.3%. 
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 In tenth grade, 332 students took the Global Studies assessment for social studies.  Of 
those students, 247 or 74.4% received a passing score.  The number of parents of students at 
grade ten who reported accessing the Parent Portal was 51 or 15.4%.   
 In the eleventh grade, 440 students took the Regents assessment in ELA.  Of those 
students, 291 or 66.1% passed this Regents exam.  The number of parents of eleventh grade 
students who reported accessing the Parent Portal was 33 or 7.5 %. 
 In the twelfth grade, 40 students sat for the Advanced Placement exam in Literature.  Of 
those students, 29 or 72.5% received a passing score.  The number of parents of these 40 students 
who reported accessing the Parent Portal was 7 or 17.5%.  
 
Bivariate Analysis 
The line plot and scatter plots in Figures 6.3 and 6.4 present a visual of the relationship 
between student achievement and parent participation on the Parent Portal.  They graph parent 
use of the Parent Portal and student achievement in the 2014-2015 school year for grades Pre-
kindergarten through twelfth grade.   
Student achievement in Pre-K is commensurate with parent participation on the Parent 
Portal.  Parent participation is at 65 percent and student achievement is at 82 percent.  Parent 
participation on the portal increases to 68.4 percent in grade one with a commensurate rise in 
student achievement to 89.3 percent.  At grade two, there is a decline in parent participation on 
the portal to 58 percent.  This decline in parent activity supports a drop in student achievement in 
grade two to 82.2 percent.  
Parents of third grade students demonstrate an almost precipitous plunge from 58 percent 
in grade two to 27.1 percent in grade three.  Student achievement in grade three declines to 49.2 
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percent.  Parents of students in the fourth grade increase their participation from 27.1 percent to 
45.2 percent and see a commensurate incline in student achievement of 68.1 percent.  
 
 
Figure 6.3:  Line Plot of Student Achievement and Parent Participation on the Parent 
Portal 
 
In grades five, six, and seven, parents demonstrate participation rates of 33 percent, 29.2 
percent, and 29.4 percent respectively.  As such, there is a correlative student achievement rate 
of 58.3 percent, 55.3 percent, and 51.1 percent respectively.   
At the eighth grade, 33 percent of parents report accessing the Parent Portal.  The student 
achievement or passing rate at grade eight is 59.3 percent.  This represents an 8.2 percent 
increase from the seventh grade.   
From grade nine, parent participation on the Parent Portal declines incrementally to the 
eleventh grade.  Then at the eleventh grade, there is increased participation.  In the ninth grade, 
18.3 percent of parents participate in this parent technology.  In the tenth grade, 15.4 percent of 
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parents participated.  In the eleventh grade, 7.5 percent of parents reported actively accessing the 
Parent Portal.  Parent participation in the twelfth grade rises to 17.5 percent.   
 
 
Figure 6.4: Scatterplot of Student Achievement and Parent Participation on the Parent 
Portal 
 
Both the Figures 6.3 and 6.4 show that despite a decline in parental involvement on the 
Parent Portal, student performance in grades, nine, ten, and eleven seem to be not influenced by 
decreased parent participation here.  The passing rate in grade nine is 70.1 percent.  In grade ten 
it is 74.4 percent; and in grade eleven, it is 66.1 percent.  There appears to be an ‘uncoupling” of 
sorts around grade seven.  Despite the decline in this example of parental involvement, student 
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achievement does not decline in proportion.  Students in the twelfth grade had a 73 percent 
passing rate.  This might suggest that the use of this technology is not a critical factor with this 
population and that other examples of parental involvement might lend additional support to 
student achievement.  Another reason for student passing rates despite a decline in parent use of 
the Parent Portal could be that parental participation is widely accepted to be important in the 
earlier grades when students are dependent on parents.  As students gain greater independence 
and become more established, parents find it less necessary to be as involved in the later years as 
they were in the elementary years of the child. 
 
  
Figure 6.5: Scatterplot of Student Achievement and Parent Participation on the Parent 
Portal with Regression Lines 
 
The scatterplot in Figure 6.4 provides another visual representation of the relationship 
between parental involvement on the Parent Portal and student achievement.  Both Figures 6.3 
and 6.4 show that parental involvement appears to be closely related to student achievement 
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specifically in the elementary and middle grades from Pre-k to the eighth grade.  When parental 
involvement declines, there is a comparative decline in student achievement.  Across all grade 
levels, parental involvement is significantly correlated with student performance, r(13)=.56, 
p<.05.  However, in examining the dashed blue regression line with standard error plotted in gray 
shading fitted to the data in figure 6.5, the data is relatively distant from the line.   
This correlation is noticeable most specifically in the elementary and middle grades from 
Pre-k to the eighth grade.  The opposite seems to be the case when students enter the ninth grade.  
With the exception of grade twelve, a decline in parent participation on the Parent Portal has no 
effect on student performance at grades nine and ten.  Instead, there seems to be a disengaging of 
the relationship between the parent participation and student achievement.  If one analyzes the 
data separately, parent involvement is significantly correlated with student achievement for 
students in elementary and middle school (r(9)=.99, p<.001), but not for students in high school 
(r(4)=.73, p=.27).  In figure 6.5, the solid red regression line with standard error plotted in gray 
shading is fitted to the elementary and middle school data (excluding high school data) and one 
can observe a better fit which reflects the closer relationship between parental performance and 
student achievement for elementary and middle school aged children and their parents. 
Overall parent participation in the Parent Portal technology is low.  Student achievement 
despite low parental involvement points to the existence of other supports that might be in place 
for these students.  Nonetheless, in this urban community, more has to be done to make this 
technology a viable form of involvement for parents.  
The third part of the data was also related to parents’ use of the Parental Portal.  The 
district’s archival data was accessed and analyzed to determine: (a) the number of parents who 
accessed the Parent Portal at least once, twice, or three or more times a week.  The grade levels 
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of the students whose parents accessed the portal were identified, and possible correlation 
between student achievement and the regularity of parents accessing the Parent Portal was 
studied. 
 There is an overall decline in the use of the Parent Portal as students move through the 
grades.  With the exception of a 3.4% point lead with parents of first graders over Kindergarten 
parents, there is a consistent falling off of the number of parents who access the Parent Portal.  




The increase in parent use of the portal in grade four over grade three can be partially 
explained by the increased focus put on this grade level as one of the critical testing grades.  In 
like manner, there is a 10% point reversal of parent use of the Parent Portal between grades 11 
and 12.  Of note, however, is that of the total population of 495 twelfth graders only 40 or 8% 
took the AP exam in English literature.  This is a small, select group of highly motivated students 
and parents.   
 Parent participation in the Parent Portal declines, overall, as students advance through the 
grades with few exceptions.  The Portal is a viable, user-friendly technology that allows parents 
to provide oversight of and access to information on their children’s academic lives.  Factors 
such as lack of access to computers with internet capability and language barriers reflective of a 
changing community, could be contributing factors to declining use of this parent specific 
technology.   
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Parent and School Survey 
It is safe to conclude that the goal of policy makers, social theorists, and educators alike 
is that of improving student performance.  To that end, a great deal of focus is placed on students 
in urban communities who are low-income, minority and of immigrant status.  The existing data 
show that these students, by and large, lag in achievement opportunity, access to opportunity, 
and performance compared to their White counterparts.  As discussed in an earlier chapter, the 
mandates of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Race to the Top (RTTT), and the Every Student 
Succeeds Act (ESSA) have been developed to encourage and promote parental involvement in 
the academic lives of low-performing students. 
 As the canon of literature on parental involvement shows, parental involvement does not 
only pertain to parents’ automatic response to the school’s dictates, invitations, and directions.  It 
does, however, imply that constructive, meaningful involvement of parents consists of 
efficacious dialogue and interaction between parents and educators (Ringenbery et al., 2005). 
 The Parent and School Survey (PASS) is based on Epstein’s six constructs.  It is designed 
to measure parental involvement in the academic lives of their children.  These six constructs are 
(1) parenting, (2) communicating, (3) volunteering, (4) learning at home, (5) decision-making, 
and (6) collaborating with the community.  This survey was conducted to assess parents’ 
feelings, attitudes, and beliefs as those relate to the school.  A major section of the PASS 
attempts to ascertain whether in low-income, minority, and immigrant populations there exist 
distinct or recognizable barriers to parental involvement that defy the intentions  and efforts of 
parents to be involved. 
 Some statements/questions on the PASS are included so as to attempt to elicit the kind 
and level of knowledge parents had about their children’s school.  Still, another section 
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addressed parents’ perceived levels of advocacy for their children both at school and at home.  
The value derived from this study may be that it allows for conclusions regarding how best 




Parents were invited to participate in a survey on a strictly voluntary basis.  Parent survey 
forms were placed in a conspicuous place on the counters at the main offices of Elementary 
School A, Intermediate School B, Middle School C, and High School D.  Parents took a survey 
to which was attached a self-addressed, stamped envelope.  They completed the surveys on their 
own time and place and returned them to the researcher’s attention in the envelopes provided.  
These envelopes were self-addressed and stamped to the attention of the principal investigator 
(PI not named).  No district personnel were involved in this process.  Additionally, the USPS 
was the sole viaduct for receiving and delivering all surveys.  The purpose of this was to 
maintain and to assure privacy and confidentiality.  Further, there was no identifying information 
on the survey.  Given the PI’s role as an administrator in the school district, the PI clearly 
identified her role in this process as a student and not as school district personnel.  On the 
Parental Survey, the PI is referred to as a student from the named university.  This action was 
taken so as not to create undue pressure that could have possibly resulted from the name 






The PASS was selected and administered to parents to investigate ways in which this 
urban school district could increase parental involvement and participation.  The PASS is 
intended to provide information on parents’ feelings about the school, its teachers, and 
administrators.  Further, the statements/questions on the PASS could elicit the parents’ 
knowledge about their level of advocacy for their children at home and in the school.  A section 
of the PASS is intended to probe for possible barriers to parental involvement that parents might 
be experiencing. 
 For this study, Epstein’s six constructs were condensed into four thematic and 
demographic sections: (1) questions that related to parental feeling, (2) questions about barriers 
to parental involvement, (3) questions about school-related knowledge of the parents, and (4) 
questions about parental advocacy on behalf of the student.  The English language version of the 
survey can be seen in Appendix A.  The Spanish language version of the survey can be seen in 
Appendix B.  The first section was geared to acquiring demographic data on the parent 
respondent.  Parents were asked to identify their age range, their race, gender, marital status, 
income, and level of education completed.   
 The second section asked parents to respond to statements/questions about how they felt 
about the school in general.  For example, they responded to how welcome they felt in the school 
and how comfortable they felt in visiting and communicating with the school.  Lastly, in this 
section, parents responded to their perceived level of advocacy for their children.   
 The third section asked parents to respond to statements about their participation in their 
children’s school and to possible barriers to participation.  For example, parents responded to 
142 
statements about job hours and responsibilities, availability of transportation, language barriers, 
child care, and other domestic responsibilities that might hinder parental participation. 
 The fourth thematic section of the PASS consisted of fifteen statements/questions.  The 
first ten were geared to determining the kind and level of knowledge parents perceived they had 
about the school.  Other statements probed for knowledge about how the school functioned and 
parental level of involvement in collaborating and in decision-making in the school system. 
 The last five statements/questions probed for parental advocacy in the home.  Parents 
were asked to respond to the following statements: I give my child space to make decisions; I 
secure homework help for my child; I expect my child to succeed in school.  These 
statement/questions were geared to ascertaining whether parents advocated for their children 
through providing the necessary oversight at home.  Further, advocacy can be ascertained 
through parents’ access to community and school resources that support their children socially, 
emotionally, and academically. 
 
Participants 
One-hundred surveys were placed in each of the eight schools.  Two hundred and three 
(N=203) responses were received.  Of that number, ten (n=10) or 4.9% of the responses were 
discarded due to incomplete responses or having more than one response to a given 
question/statement. 
The majority of respondents (n=165) or 85% were between the ages of 21-50.  Those in 
the 21-35 age category made up the largest group of respondents.  Only 14% of the participants 




Parent Age # % 
<20 3 2% 
21-35 86 44% 
36-50 79 41% 
>51 27 14% 
Total 195 
 Table 6.8:  Parent Respondent Self-reported Age 
 
Of those parents who responded, (n=88) or 46% self-reported as Hispanic.  This was 
followed by (n=73) or 38 percent who identified as Black.  This is reflective of the make-up of 
the community. 
 
Race # % 
American Indian/American Eskimo 2 1% 
Asian 1 1% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 73 38% 
White, Non Hispanic 3 2% 
Multi-Racial 26 13% 
Hispanic 88 46% 
Total 193 
 Table 6.9:  Parent Respondent Self-identified Race/Ethnicity 
Female parents responded in overwhelmingly larger numbers than did male parents.  
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the respondents (n=145) were female.  Forty-eight (48) males 
made up 25% of those who participated in the survey. 
In this demographic, 56% or one-hundred and eight (108) of the participants in the survey 
are single or divorced.  The remaining 44% identified as being married. 
 
Gender # % 
Male 48 25% 
Female 145 75% 
Total 193 
 Table 6.10:  Parent Respondent Self-reported Gender 
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Marital Status # % 
Single 69 36% 
Divorced 39 20% 
Married 85 44% 
Total 193 
 Table 6.11:  Parent Respondent Self-reported Marital Status 
 
In this socio-economic variable, 20% of the respondents reported an annual income of 
$21,000 or less.  This is at or below the poverty guidelines depending on the number of children 
in the household.  Only 22% of respondents earn $75,000 or more annually.  The majority of 
respondents (n=111) or 57% report an annual income between $21,000 and $75,000. 
 
Household Income # % 
<21k 39 20% 
21k-50k 41 21% 
50k-75k 70 36% 
>75k 43 22% 
Total 193 
 Table 6.12:  Parent Respondent Self-reported Combined Total Household Income 
 
Of all of the respondents, (n=48) or 25% reported an education level of a Bachelors or 
advanced degree.  The majority of respondents (n=90) or 47% had earned a high school or GED 
diploma or had completed an additional two-year or vocational degree.  
Participants in the survey reported having children mostly at the elementary level.  Of 
those who responded, 70% had children either at the pre-k or the elementary levels.  On the other 




Education Level # % 
<HS 16 8% 
HS/GED 27 14% 
Tech/Voc 63 33% 
AA 39 20% 
BA 19 10% 
MA 23 12% 
PhD, JD, MD 6 3% 
Total 193 
 Table 6.13:  Parent Respondent Highest Level of Education Completed 
 
 
School Level of Child # % 
Pre-K 66 36% 
Elementary 62 34% 
Middle 37 20% 
High 20 11% 
Total 185 
 Table 6.14:  School Level of Child of Parent Respondent 
 
Protection of Participants’ Rights/ Ethical Considerations 
The response to the survey was totally anonymous.  Parents did not give any identifying 
information about themselves.  All surveys were returned in the stamped, self-addressed 
envelopes provided.  District staff was not involved in the recruitment, active dissemination of 
the surveys, or in the survey collection.  Results are reported in aggregate.  No personal or 
identifying information was required or recorded.  No student records or information will be 
released or shared.  Returned paper surveys, which contain no identifying information are stored 
in a locked file cabinet at a non-school district site.  Survey responses from the paper surveys are 
entered into a password protected excel spreadsheet containing no identifying information.  Only 
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the PI has access to the locked filing cabinet with the paper surveys which contain no identifying 
information.  Paper surveys will be shredded and discarded after three years (December 2019). 
 
Research Design Risks and Benefits 
This research claims no therapeutic benefit to participants.  There are no expected direct 
benefits or risks since no feedback is being provided to parent participants.  Additionally, there is 
no direct benefit to society.  However, the results of this study may assist schools in raising 
parent awareness and improving the engagement or the involvement of low-income minority and 
immigrant parents in the academic lives of their children.  
 
Data Analysis 
Participant responses to the questionnaire were coded by treating the agreement response 
(e.g., strongly agree, disagree) as interval response ranging from 0 to 4.  Missing data was 
replaced with the mean by variable.  For demographic variables, responses were coded and 
grouped to make categorical variables of two or three values to increase statistical power.  
 
Univariate Analysis – Raw scores 
Given the large number of questions, descriptive statistics for each question are not 
reported as raw scores.  Descriptive statistics are given in the data reduction section below which 





Bivariate Analysis – Correlations  
Pearson’s correlations between the survey responses, excluding demographic questions, 
were examined and shown in Tables 6.15-6.18 by questions type as discussed in the section 
above.  The correlations are presented by thematic section.  In examining the 465 pairwise 
correlations of the 30 questions in the matrices, one can see most (85.59%) of the questions are 
correlated (r>.10) with each other.  Only 67 pairwise comparison of questions failed to even be 
weakly correlated.  Questions of the same thematic type tended to be either moderately 
correlated (r>.30) or strongly correlation (r>.50) with questions of the same thematic type.  Of 
the 28 comparisons between questions about parental feelings 26 (92.86%) were moderately or 
strongly correlated with each other.  Likewise, of the 15 comparisons between questions about 
advocacy, 13 (86.67%) were moderately or strongly correlated.  Given that the data are all so 
highly correlated, especially questions of different thematic types, additional statistical analysis 
and factor reduction is needed to control for the correlated nature of the data and derive 











   Feelings 






Q08 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q09 -.64 1 -- -- -- -- -- 
Q10 -.27 .48 1 -- -- -- -- 
Q11 -.27 .42 .68 1 -- -- -- 
Q12 -.39 .54 .65 .59 1 -- -- 
Q13 -.39 .49 .63 .59 .92 1 -- 






Q15 .11 -.16 -.19 -.16 -.23 -.21 -.19 
Q16 .14 -.16 -.15 -.14 -.20 -.19 -.18 
Q17 .15 -.18 -.18 -.20 -.32 -.30 -.19 
Q18 .23 -.16 -.16 -.11 -.25 -.22 -.14 
Q19 .20 -.10 -.29 -.25 -.35 -.32 -.18 
Q20 .14 -.14 -.14 -.16 -.18 -.20 -.15 
Q21 .41 -.28 -.22 -.21 -.34 -.36 -.33 







Q23 -.24 .22 .18 .17 .09 .10 .23 
Q24 -.13 .18 .25 .21 .27 .27 .22 
Q25 -.14 .14 .19 .24 .24 .24 .22 
Q26 -.15 .16 .15 .18 .14 .14 .25 
Q27 -.05 .07 .16 .19 .09 .10 .14 
Q28 .00 .05 .23 .14 .11 .14 .16 
Q29 -.21 .22 .26 .24 .38 .36 .29 
Q30 -.19 .22 .29 .30 .31 .29 .31 
Q31 -.17 .16 .16 .09 .18 .20 .15 






Q33 -.13 .10 .19 .22 .28 .20 .19 
Q34 -.28 .18 .18 .21 .24 .25 .21 
Q35 -.15 .13 .29 .20 .24 .22 .19 
Q36 -.01 -.02 .07 .14 .15 .08 .00 
Q37 -.12 .12 .25 .29 .28 .23 .24 
 
Table 6.15: Correlation Matrix for the Questions Probing Parents’ Feelings and Attitudes 




   Barriers 






Q15 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q16 .83 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q17 .51 .55 1 -- -- -- -- -- 
Q18 .27 .25 .34 1 -- -- -- -- 
Q19 .19 .15 .30 .59 1 -- -- -- 
Q20 .32 .32 .29 .25 .16 1 -- -- 
Q21 .20 .18 .26 .42 .36 .17 1 -- 







Q23 .03 .00 -.10 -.21 -.12 -.04 -.22 -.07 
Q24 -.12 -.12 -.07 -.27 -.22 -.01 -.24 -.05 
Q25 -.01 -.02 -.07 -.03 -.07 -.22 -.01 .48 
Q26 -.21 -.18 -.21 -.15 -.09 -.28 -.12 .22 
Q27 -.07 -.06 -.08 .00 -.03 -.24 .02 .61 
Q28 .04 .02 -.05 -.07 .01 -.05 -.08 .00 
Q29 -.27 -.29 -.33 -.31 -.26 -.31 -.21 .31 
Q30 -.43 -.42 -.40 -.26 -.20 -.38 -.17 .38 
Q31 -.04 -.01 -.09 -.19 -.20 -.27 -.18 .24 






Q33 -.29 -.19 -.30 -.37 -.27 -.23 -.19 .21 
Q34 -.11 -.02 -.11 -.18 -.21 -.24 -.21 .26 
Q35 -.26 -.13 -.29 -.29 -.38 -.25 -.09 .26 
Q36 -.23 -.23 -.33 -.30 -.29 -.14 -.14 .17 
Q37 -.32 -.25 -.29 -.34 -.33 -.27 -.18 .23 
Table 6.16: Correlation Matrix for the Questions Probing Parents’ Perceived 
Barriers to Involvement on the PASS 
 
   Advocacy 






Q33 1 -- -- -- -- 
Q34 .50 1 -- -- -- 
Q35 .49 .54 1 -- -- 
Q36 .34 .20 .12 1 -- 
Q37 .57 .56 .59 .36 1 
 
Table 6.17: Correlation Matrix for the Questions Probing Parents’ Advocacy on the PASS 
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   Knowledge 







Q23 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q24 .42 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q25 .04 .09 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q26 .25 .27 .32 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Q27 -.11 -.05 .55 .31 1 -- -- -- -- -- 
Q28 .25 .23 .22 .14 .16 1 -- -- -- -- 
Q29 .17 .20 .27 .38 .28 .07 1 -- -- -- 
Q30 .23 .19 .30 .45 .30 .12 .51 1 -- -- 
Q31 .25 .09 .25 .31 .19 .09 .42 .42 1 -- 






Q33 .14 .22 .21 .27 .23 .12 .35 .41 .18 .28 
Q34 .13 .26 .26 .29 .24 .01 .28 .34 .21 .30 
Q35 .16 .28 .24 .35 .23 .03 .41 .50 .30 .39 
Q36 -.12 .01 .13 .23 .19 .01 .21 .26 .03 .11 
Q37 .17 .24 .24 .35 .26 .05 .41 .49 .32 .31 
 
Table 6.18: Correlation Matrix for the Questions Probing Parents’ Knowledge on the 
PASS 
 
Principal Component Analysis 
To extract meaningful dependent variables, control for correlation, and collinearity, data 
reduction was performed by doing a factor analysis and using the extracted components as 
dependent variables.  A principal component analysis with a varimax rotation with Kaiser 
normalization extracting 8 rotated components was performed on the correlation matrix.  The 
Rotated Component matrix with the standardized component loadings above the absolute value 
of .60 are shown in Table 6.19. 
The survey statements/questions with factor loadings above .60 that clustered on the 
same rotated components were examined and the suggested interpretation of each factor is listed 
in Table 6.20, along with a note about how to interpret the direction (positive or negative) of the 
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factor scores.  These factors then served as the dependent variables for the bivariate and later 
multivariate analyses.  
 
   Rotated Component 






Q08             -.83   
Q09             .66   
Q10 .82               
Q11 .78               
Q12 .85               
Q13 .85               






Q15   .87             
Q16   .92             
Q17   .66             
Q18           .76     
Q19           .75     
Q20                 
Q21                 







Q23               .68 
Q24               .62 
Q25       .73         
Q26                 
Q27       .83         
Q28               .73 
Q29                 
Q30                 
Q31         .79       






Q33     .68           
Q34     .79           
Q35     .71           
Q36                 
Q37     .74           
 
Table 6.19: Matrix of Rotated Component Standardized Loadings above .60 
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Rotated  
Component Factor Interpretation of Value 
1 Involvement higher is more involved 
2 Time & Responsibilities higher is less time to participate 
3 Advocacy higher is more advocating 
4 School Function higher is they know more 
5 Decision-making Involvement 
higher is more involved they are 




higher is lacking transportation  
and language 
7 Feeling Welcome higher is feeling welcome 
8 School Governance 
higher is knowing about school  
governance & legal rights 
 
Table 6.20: Description of Rotated Components 
The statement/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 1 are: questions 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14 which are all positive meaning that the more a participant responded that they 
agreed with the statement for question 10, for example, the more likely they were to also agree 
with questions 11 and 12, and vice versa.  Statement 10: I believe I can do things to help my 
child at school.  Statement 11: I know how I can be involved in ways that help my child at 
school.  Statement 12: I am comfortable communicating with school administrators (Principal, 
AP, Dean).  Statement 13: I am comfortable speaking with my child’s teacher.  Statement 14: I 
feel that my contribution is valued by the school.  These questions all deal with probing a 
parents’ involvement where the higher the rotated component score, the more involved the 
parents reported they are.  
Additionally, statements 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 relate to each other strongly.  If parents 
believe that they have the ability and the knowledge to help their children, it would follow that 
they would have the courage and the self-assurance to interact with teachers and administrators 
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on behalf of their children.  Further, the school’s responses would validate the contribution of the 
parent as valued by the school; and students would reap the benefits of parental involvement. 
The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 2 are: questions 
15, 16, 17 which are all positive meaning that the more participants responded that they agreed 
with the statement for question 15, for example, the more likely they were to also agree with 
question 16 and 17, and vice versa.  Statement 15: It is difficult for me to participate in any 
school activities.  Statement 16: My job hours and other responsibilities prevent me from 
participating.  Statement 17: Childcare and baby-sitting responsibilities prevent me from 
participating.  These questions all deal with probing a parent’s time and responsibilities where 
the higher the rotated component score, the less time a parent has to participate. 
Statements 15, 16, and 17 present major barriers to parental involvement in the traditional 
sense for parents in urban communities.  The demands of the home, child care responsibilities, 
and job schedules make it difficult for families in poverty to participate in meaningful and 
traditional ways in the school. 
The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 3 are: questions 
33, 34, 35, 37 which are all positive meaning that the more participants responded that they 
agreed with the statement for question 33, for example, the more likely they were to also agree 
with question 34 and 35, and vice versa.  Statement 33: I give my child space to make decisions.  
Statement 34: I help my child with homework.  Statement 35: I secure homework help for my 
child.  Statement 37: I make it possible for my child to do homework and study after school with 
minimum distractions.  These questions all deal with probing a parent’s advocacy behaviors on 
behalf of her student where the higher the rotated component score, the more a parent reports 
advocating for her student. 
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Besides probing for parental advocacy in the home, these statements also speak to 
Epstein’s first construct of parenting.  When parents provide in the home an atmosphere of and 
conditions for study, they help in building for their children a positive work ethic and 
responsibility for their own learning and achievement.  Further, they provide opportunities for 
their children to make those decisions that advance their own academic growth and which also 
develop maturity and resilience. 
The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 4 are: questions 
22, 25, 27 which are all positive meaning that the more participants responded that they agreed 
with the statement for question 22, for example, the more likely they were to also agree with 
question 25 and 27, and vice versa.  Statement 22: I know exactly how the school system works.  
Statement 25: I know that the school district is organized into three levels supervised by the 
Superintendent.  These questions all deal with probing a parent’s knowledge of the functions and 
structures at school where the higher the rotated component score, the more the parent reports 
knowing. 
Additionally, statements 22, 25, and 27 are geared to ascertaining parents’ social capital 
and their knowledge of how the school system works.  When parents have this knowledge, it 
helps them more effectively navigate and acquire those resources in support of their children.  
These statements also speak to parental advocacy.  
The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 5 are: questions 
31 and 32 which are all positive meaning that the more a participant responded that they agreed 
with the statement for question 31, for example, the more likely they were to also agree with 
question 32, and vice versa.  Statement 31: I know that by being a member of a Board of 
Education committee is a way of participating in the decision making process for all students.  
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Statement 32: I know how to be involved in my child’s education out of school in a way that 
makes a difference.  These questions all deal with probing a parent’s involvement in making 
decisions about and for their child in school where the higher the rotated component score, the 
more involved the parent is in decision making. 
Statements 31 and 32 represent the highest levels of parental involvement in the schools 
and in the community.  Statement 31 in particular, speaks to a state of partnership with the 
school where the parent not only participates in collaboration and in decision making, but also 
gains access to information and knowledge that is helpful in advocacy.  
The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 6 are: 
statements 18 and 19 which are all positive meaning that the more participants responded that 
they agreed with the statement for question 18, for example, the more likely they were to also 
agree with statement 19, and vice versa.  Statement 18: I don’t have adequate, reliable 
transportation which prevents me from participating.  Statement 19: I do not understand the 
conversation because of language.  That prevents me from participating.  These questions all deal 
with probing a parent’s access to reliable transportation and the acquisition of language skills 
that allow them to interact effectively with school.  Where the higher the rotated component 
score exists, the more a parent is lacking in access to adequate transportation and in language 
skills that would encourage their attending to and interacting with the school. 
For parents who are immigrant and English language learners the inability to 
communicate in the dominant language is a major barrier to involvement.  Moreover, this factor, 
when combined with a parent’s low socio-economic status that limits access to dedicated and 
reliable transportation, further undermines any realization of parent participation in the school. 
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The statements/questions that contributed the most to rotated component 7 are: 
statements 8 and 9 which have opposite significance; meaning that the more a participant 
responded that they agreed with the statement for question 8, for example, the more likely they 
were to also agree with statement 9, and vice versa.  Statement 8: I don’t feel welcomed in my 
child’s school.  Statement 9: I feel welcomed and appreciated when I visit the school.  These 
questions all deal with probing a parent’s feelings of being welcomed in school where the higher 
the rotated component score, the more welcome a parent reports feeling at school. 
When parents feel welcomed in a school, the more likely they are to seek out resources, 
ask questions, and to be involved if time and other conditions permit.  If the culture of the school 
is not one of welcome, it thwarts parental involvement through negative and unpleasant 
experiences.  Parents, then, by and large, avoid interactions with the school. 
The statements/ questions that contributed the most to rotated component 8 are: questions 
23, 24, and 28, which are all positive in that the more a participant responded in agreement with 
the statement 23, for example, the more likely he/she was to also agree with statements 24 and 
28, and vice versa.  Statement 23: I would like to gain a better understanding of how the school 
system works.  Statement 24: I know how to contact my child’s school administrator when 
necessary.  Statement 28: I am not sure about my legal rights as a parent of a student.  These 
questions all deal with probing a parent’s knowledge of school governance where the higher the 
rotated component score, the more the parent knows about school governance and legal rights at 
school. 
Statements 23, 24, and 28 assess parents’ knowledge of the structure and organization of 
the school system.  Parents who respond positively that they would like to gain a better 
understanding of the system are also more likely to know how to contact their children’s teachers 
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and administrators.  These parents are again more likely to be aware of the benefit of and the 
need to acquire knowledge of their legal rights as parents. 
 
Bivariate Analysis 
Bivariate analyses are included to explore the effect of each independent variable on the 
outcome variable without controlling for other factors.  Descriptive statistics for parent survey 
responses and inferential data analysis of parent surveys were done using SPSS.  Means and 
standard deviations were computed for the parent surveys and two-tailed independent samples t-
tests (for groups of two levels) and one-way ANOVAs with Fisher’s least significant difference 
post-hoc comparisons for significant ANOVAs (for groups of more than two levels) were 
applied to determine any statistical significance (p≤ .05) between demographic variables and 
component scores.  These results can be seen in Tables 6.21-6.27 and Figures 6.6-6.12.  
 
Race 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences based on race of the parent.  Participants were able to self-identify their race and 
participants were coded as either Black and Latino parents or non-Black, non-Latino parents.  An 
independent samples t-test was run by component to explore significant group difference.  
Levene’s test for equality of variances was first run to ensure that the correct degrees of freedom 
were used for the t-tests.  If the variances could not assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-
statistic is reported.   
There were a number of component score group differences that approached significance 
based on race of the parent.  Black and Latino parents (M=0.05, SD=0.97) approached having 
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significantly less time to participate (RC2) than non-black, non-Latino parents (M=-0.29, 
SD=1.12), t(191)=-1.73, p=.09.  Black and Latino parents (M=-0.06, SD=0.98) approached 
advocating (RC3) significantly less than non-black, non-Latino parents (M=0.31, SD=1.06), 
t(191)=1.85, p=.07.  Black and Latino parents (M=-0.06, SD=0.99) approached being 
significantly less involved in decision making (RC5) than non-Black, non-Latino parents 
(M=0.31, SD=1.02), t(191)=1.85, p=.07.  Black and Latino parents (M=0.06, SD=1.02) 
approached lacking significantly more access to adequate transportation and language resources 
(RC6) than non-Black, non-Latino parents (M=-0.31, SD=0.83), t(191)=-1.88, p=.06.  Black and 
Latino parents (M=-0.04, SD=1.05) approached feeling significantly less welcome (RC7) than 
non-Black, non-Latino parents (M=0.22, SD=0.61), t(65.27)=1.86, p=.07. 
 
 
Figure 6.6: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Race 
 
The remainder of the component score group differences based on race of the parent was 
not significant.  Black and Latino parents (M=-0.03, SD=0.97) were not significantly less 
involved (RC1) than non-black, non-Latino parents (M=0.17, SD=1.14), t(37.11)=0.91, p=.37.  
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Black and Latino parents (M=0.01, SD=0.98) did not know significantly more about school 
functions (RC4) than non-Black, non-Latino parents (M=-0.07, SD=1.13), t(191)=-0.41, p=.68.  
Black and Latino parents (M=0.00, SD=1.01) did not know significantly less than non-Black, 
non-Latino parents (M=0.02, SD=0.96) about school governance or legal rights (RC8), 
t(191)=0.13, p=.90. 
 
Component Race Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
Non-Black or Latino 0.17 1.14 
Black & Latino -0.03 0.97 
RC2 
Time & Responsibilities 
Non-Black or Latino -0.29† 1.12 
Black & Latino 0.05 0.97 
RC3 
Advocacy 
Non-Black or Latino 0.31† 1.06 
Black & Latino -0.06 0.98 
RC4 
School Function 
Non-Black or Latino -0.07 1.13 
Black & Latino 0.01 0.98 
RC5 
Decision-making Involvement 
Non-Black or Latino 0.31† 1.02 
Black & Latino -0.06 0.99 
RC6 
Transportation & Language 
Non-Black or Latino -0.31† 0.83 
Black & Latino 0.06 1.02 
RC7 
Feeling Welcome 
Non-Black or Latino 0.22† 0.61 
Black & Latino -0.04 1.05 
RC8 
School Governance 
Non-Black or Latino 0.02 0.96 
Black & Latino 0.00 1.01 
Table 6.21: Comparisons of Means by Component by Race 
 
Age 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences based on age of the parent.  An independent samples t-test was run by component to 
explore significant group difference.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was first run to 
ensure that the correct degrees of freedom were used for the t-tests.  If the variances could not 
assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-statistic is reported. 
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One of the component score group differences based on age of the parent was significant.  
Younger parents (M=0.17, SD=1.04) were significantly more lacking in transportation and 
language skills (RC6) than older parents (M=-0.14, SD=0.95), t(191)=2.12, p<.05.  There were a 
number of component score group differences that approached significance based on age of the 
parent.  Younger parents (M=0.14, SD=0.88) approached having significantly less time to 
participate (RC2) than older parents (M=-0.11, SD=1.08), t(191)=1.75, p=.08.  Younger parents 
(M=0.14, SD=0.98) approached doing significantly more advocacy (RC3) than older parents 
(M=-0.11, SD=1.00), t(191)=1.78, p=.08. 
 
 
Figure 6.7: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Age 
 
The remainder of the component score group differences based on age of the parent were 
not significant.  Younger parents (M=-0.01, SD=0.98) were not involved (RC1) significantly less 
than older parents (M=0.00, SD=1.02), t(191)=-0.07, p=0.94.  Younger parents (M=0.05, 
SD=1.04) did not know significantly more about school function (RC4) than older parents (M=-
0.04, SD=0.97), t(191)=0.68, p=.50.  Younger parents (M=-0.10, SD=1.12) were not significantly 
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less involved in decision (RC5) making than older parents (M=0.08, SD=0.89), t(159.86)=-1.20, 
p=.23.  Younger parents (M=0.05, SD=1.13) did not feel significantly more welcome (RC7) than 
older parents (M=-0.04, SD=0.88), t(157.65)=0.64, p=.53.  Younger parents (M=0.08, SD=1.05) 
did not know significantly more about school governance and legal rights (RC8) than older 
parents (M=-0.06, SD=0.96), t(191)=0.96, p=.34. 
 
Component Age Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
<35 -0.01 0.98 
>35 0.00 1.02 
RC2 
Time & Responsibilities 
<35 0.14† 0.88 
>35 -0.11 1.08 
RC3 
Advocacy 
<35 0.14† 0.98 
>35 -0.11 1.00 
RC4 
School Function 
<35 0.05 1.04 
>35 -0.04 0.97 
RC5 
Decision-making Involvement 
<35 -0.10 1.12 
>35 0.08 0.89 
RC6 
Transportation & Language 
<35 0.17* 1.04 
>35 -0.14 0.95 
RC7 
Feeling Welcome 
<35 0.05 1.13 
>35 -0.04 0.88 
RC8 
School Governance 
<35 0.08 1.05 
>35 -0.06 0.96 
Table 6.22: Comparisons of Means by Component by Age 
 
Gender 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences between male and female parents.  An independent samples t-test was run by 
component to explore significant group difference.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was 
first run to ensure that the correct degrees of freedom were used for the t-tests.  If the variances 
could not assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-statistic is reported. 
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One of the component score group differences based on gender of the parent was 
significant.  Female parents (M=0.12, SD=-0.35) were significantly more lacking in 




Figure 6.8: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by student’s Gender 
 
There were two component score group differences that approached significance based 
on gender of the parent.  Female parents (M=0.08, SD=0.98) approached significantly doing 
more advocacy (RC3) than did male parents (M=-0.22, SD=1.02), t(191)=1.82, p=.07.  Female 
parents (M=0.07, SD=1.08) approached significantly knowing more about how the school 
functions (RC4) than did male parents (M=0.07, SD=1.08), t(191)=1.73, p=.09. 
The remainder of the component score group differences based on gender of the parent 
were not significant.  Female parents (M=0.06, SD=1.00) were not significantly more involved 
(RC1) than male parents (M=-0.16, SD=0.99), t(191)=1.32, p=.19.  Female parents (M=0.00, 
SD=1.03) did not have significantly more time to participate (RC2) than did male parents 
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(M=0.01, SD=0.92), t(191)=-0.05, p=.96.  Female parents (M=0.01, SD=1.01) were not 
significantly more involved in decision making (RC5) than were male parents (M=0.01, 
SD=1.01), t(191)=0.18, p=.86.  Female parents (M=-0.04, SD=1.01) did not feel significantly 
less welcome at school (RC7) than did male parents. (M=0.12, SD=0.96), t(191)=-0.96, p=.34.  
Female parents (M=0.04, SD=1.00) did not know significantly more about school governance 
and legal rights (RC8) than did male parents (M=-0.12, SD=1.01), t(191)=0.98, p=.33. 
 
Component Gender Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
Female 0.06 1.00 
Male -0.16 0.99 
RC2 
Time & Responsibilities 
Female 0.00 1.03 
Male 0.01 0.92 
RC3 
Advocacy 
Female 0.08† 0.98 
Male -0.22 1.02 
RC4 
School Function 
Female 0.07† 1.08 
Male -0.21 0.70 
RC5 
Decision-making Involvement 
Female 0.01 1.01 
Male -0.02 0.98 
RC6 
Transportation & Language 
Female 0.12** 0.97 
Male -0.35 1.00 
RC7 
Feeling Welcome 
Female -0.04 1.01 
Male 0.12 0.96 
RC8 
School Governance 
Female 0.04 1.00 
Male -0.12 1.01 
Table 6.23: Comparisons of Means by Component by Student’s Gender 
 
Marital Status 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences between married and single/divorced households.  An independent samples t-test was 
run by component to explore significant group difference.  Levene’s test for equality of variances 
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was first run to ensure that the correct degrees of freedom were used for the t-tests.  If the 
variances could not assume to be equal, then the Welch’s t-statistic is reported. 
Two of the component score group differences based on marital status of the parent were 
significant.  Married households (M=0.21, SD=1.00) advocated significantly more (RC3) than 
single/divorced households (M=-0.25, SD=0.95), t(191)=3.27, p<.001.  Married households (M=-
0.16, SD=0.93) lacked significantly less access to transportation and the acquisition of language 
skills (RC6) than did single/divorced households (M=0.19, SD=1.05), t(191)=-2.48, p<.01. 
 
Figure 6.9: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Marital Status 
 
Two of the component score group differences approached significance based on marital 
status of the parent.  Married households (M=-0.12, SD=1.06) approached having significantly 
more time to participate (RC2) than did single/divorced households (M=0.15, SD=0.91), t(191)=-
1.87, p=.06.  Married households (M=0.12, SD=0.96) approached being significantly more 
welcome (RC7) than did single/divorced households (M=-0.15, SD=1.04), t(191)=1.86, p=.06. 
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The remainder of the component score group differences based on marital status of the 
parent was not significant.  Married households (M=0.00, SD=1.08) were not significantly more 
involved (RC1) than single/divorced households (M=0.00, SD=0.89), t(190.99)=0.05, p=.96.  
Married households (M=-0.03, SD=1.19) did not know significantly less about school functions 
(RC4) than did single/divorced households (M=-0.03, SD=1.19), t(175.02)=-0.47, p=.64.  
Married households (M=0.09, SD=1.09) were not significantly more involved in decision making 
(RC5) than did single/divorced households (M=-0.11, SD=0.87), t(190.75)=1.36, p=.18.  Married 
households (M=0.05, SD=1.12) did not know significantly more about school governance and 
legal rights (RC8) than did single/divorced households (M=-0.07, SD=0.84), t(189.61)=0.84, 
p=.40. 
 
Component Marital Status Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
Married 0.00 1.08 
Single/Divorced 0.00 0.89 
RC2 
Time & Responsibilities 
Married -0.12† 1.06 
Single/Divorced 0.15 0.91 
RC3 
Advocacy 
Married 0.21*** 1.00 
Single/Divorced -0.25 0.95 
RC4 
School Function 
Married -0.03 1.19 
Single/Divorced 0.04 0.71 
RC5 
Decision-making Involvement 
Married 0.09 1.09 
Single/Divorced -0.11 0.87 
RC6 
Transportation & Language 
Married -0.16* 0.93 
Single/Divorced 0.19 1.05 
RC7 
Feeling Welcome 
Married 0.12† 0.96 
Single/Divorced -0.15 1.04 
RC8 
School Governance 
Married 0.05 1.12 
Single/Divorced -0.07 0.84 
 




The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences based on income.  A one-way ANOVAs with Fisher’s least significant difference 
post-hoc comparisons for significant ANOVAs (for groups of more than two levels) was applied 




Figure 6.10: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Income 
 
Two of the component score group differences based on income of the parent were 
significant.  There were significant group differences for advocacy (RC3) based on household 
income, F(2,190)=5.24, p<.01.  Households earning less than $50,000 (M=-0.25, SD=0.86) 
advocated significantly less than households earning $50,000-$75,000 (M=0.17, SD=1.08; 
p<.01) and households earning more than $75,000 (M=0.31, SD=1.02; p<.05).  There was no 
significant difference in advocacy for households earning $50,000-$75,000 and households 
earning more than $75,000, p>.05.  There were significant group differences in having 
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transportation and language skills (RC6) based on household income, F(2,190)=29.72, p<.001.  
Household earning less than $50,000 (M=0.53, SD=0.92) lacked significantly more 
transportation and language skills than households earning $50,000-$75,000 (M=-0.38, SD=0.83; 
p<.001) and households earning more than $75,000 (M=-0.62, SD=0.88; p<.001).  There was no 
significant difference in having transportation and language skills for households earning 
$50,000-$75,000 and households earning more than $75,000, p>.05. 
 
Component F-value p-value    Income Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
0.41 0.67    <50k 0.00 0.91  
    50k-75k -0.05 1.05  




1.40 0.25   <50k 0.12 0.94  
    50k-75k -0.06 0.97  
       >75k -0.23 1.27   
RC3 
Advocacy 
5.24 0.01 **  <50k -0.25 0.86 aa-b 
    50k-75k 0.17 1.08 aa 




0.97 0.38   <50k -0.05 0.89  
    50k-75k -0.02 1.12  




1.53 0.22   <50k -0.14 0.94  
    50k-75k 0.12 1.03  




29.72 <.001 ***  <50k 0.53 0.92 aaa-bbb 
    50k-75k -0.38 0.83 aaa 




1.88 0.16   <50k -0.12 1.10  
    50k-75k 0.04 0.92  




1.62 0.20   <50k -0.13 1.01  
    50k-75k 0.14 0.96  
    >75k 0.01 1.08  
Table 6.25: Comparisons of Means by Component by Income 
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The remainder of the component score group differences based on income of the parent 
were not significant.  There was no significant group differences in involvement (RC1) based on 
household income, F(2,190)=0.41, p=.67.  There was no significant group differences in having 
time to participate (RC2) based on household income, F(2,190)=1.40, p=.25.  There was no 
significant group differences in knowledge of how a school functions (RC4) based on household 
income, F(2,190)=0.97, p=.38.  There was no significant group differences in how involved 
parents are in decision making (RC5) based on household income, F(2,190)=1.53, p=.22.  There 
was no significant group differences in parents feeling welcome (RC7) based on household 
income, F(2,190)=1.88, p=.16.  There was no significant group differences in parents knowing 
about school governance and legal rights (RC8) based on household income, F(2,190)=1.62, 
p=.20. 
 
Parents’ highest level of education 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences based on parents’ highest level of education.  A one-way ANOVAs with Fisher’s 
least significant difference post-hoc comparisons for significant ANOVAs (for groups of more 
than two levels) was applied to determine any statistical significance (p≤ .05) between 
demographic variables and component scores. 
Four of the component score group differences based on parents’ highest level of 
education were significant.  There was a significant group difference in advocacy (RC3) based 
on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=6.93, p<.001.  Parents who completed a BA 
(M=0.45, SD=1.09) advocated significantly more than parents with a technical, vocational or AA 
degree (M=-0.03, SD=0.92; p<.05) and significantly more than parents with a high school degree 
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or less (M=-0.22, SD=0.94; p<.001).  There was no significant difference between parents with a 
technical, vocational or AA degree and parents with a high school degree or less in advocacy, 
p>.05.  There was a significant group difference in knowing how school functions (RC4) based 
on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=4.39, p<.01.  Parents who completed a BA 
(M=0.38, SD=1.11) knew significantly more about how school functions than did parents with a 
technical, vocational or AA degree (M=-0.13, SD=0.97; p<.01) and significantly more than  
 
 
Figure 6.11: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Parents’ Highest Level of Education 
 
parents with a high school degree or less (M=-0.11, SD=0.95; p<.01).  There was no significant 
difference between parents with a technical, vocational or AA degree and parents with a high 
school degree or less in knowing how school functions, p>.05.  There was a significant group 
difference in involvement in decision making (RC5) based on parents’ highest level of education, 
F(2,190)=4.67, p<.01.  Parents who completed a BA (M=0.38, SD=1.11) were significantly more 
involved in decision making than were parents with a technical, vocational or AA degree (M=-
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0.13, SD=0.97; p<.01) and significantly more than parents with a high school degree or less (M=-
0.11, SD=0.95; p<.01).  There was no significant difference between parents with a technical, 
vocational or AA degree and parents with a high school degree or less in involvement in decision 
making, p>.05.  There was a significant group difference in having transportation and language 
skills (RC6) based on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=32.56, p<.001.  
 
Component F-value p-value    Education Level Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
1.45 0.24    <HS -0.06 0.95  
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.08 1.04  




1.39 0.25   <HS 0.12 0.87  
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.15 1.09  
       BA+ -0.02 1.08   
RC3 
Advocacy 
6.93 0.00 ***  <HS -0.22 0.94 bbb 
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.03 0.92 a 




4.39 0.01 **  <HS -0.13 0.94 bb 
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.09 0.94 a 




4.67 0.01 **  <HS -0.11 0.95 bb 
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.13 0.97 aa 




32.56 <.001 ***  <HS 0.57 0.93 aaa-bbb 
    Tech, Voc or AA -0.40 0.87 bbb 




0.55 0.58   <HS -0.08 0.98  
    Tech, Voc or AA 0.08 1.03  




2.02 0.14   <HS -0.02 0.97  
    Tech, Voc or AA 0.17 0.98  
    BA+ -0.21 1.07  
Table 6.26: Comparisons of Means by Component by Parents’ Highest Level of 
Education 
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Parents with a high school degree or less (M=0.57, SD=0.93) lacked significantly more 
transportation and language skills than did parents with a technical, vocational or AA degree 
(M=-0.40, SD=0.87; p<.001) and lacked significantly more than did parents with a high school 
degree or less (M=-0.50, SD=0.73; p<.001).  There was no significant difference between parents 
with a technical, vocational or AA degree and parents with a BA in having adequate 
transportation and facility with language skills, p>.05. 
The remainder of the component score group differences based on parents’ highest level 
of education was not significant.  There was no significant group difference in involvement 
(RC1) based on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=1.45, p=.24.  There was no 
significant group difference in having time to participate (RC2) based on parents’ highest level 
of education, F(2,190)=1.39, p=.25.  There was no significant group difference in feeling 
welcome (RC7) based on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=0.55, p=.58.  There was 
no significant group difference in knowing about school governance and legal rights (RC8) 
based on parents’ highest level of education, F(2,190)=2.02, p=.14. 
 
Current grade of student 
The eight rotated components were explored by looking at component score group 
differences based on current grade of the student.  A one-way ANOVA with Fisher’s least 
significant difference post-hoc comparisons for significant ANOVA (for groups of more than 
two levels) was applied to determine any statistical significance (p≤ .05) between demographic 
variables and component scores. 
Four of the component score group differences based on current grade of the student were 
significant.  There was a significant group difference in time to participate (RC2) based on 
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current grade of the student, F(2,190)=4.30, p<.05.  Parents of elementary school and pre-K 
students (M=0.15, SD=0.93) had significantly less time to participant than parents of middle 
school students (M=-0.19, SD=1.10; p<.05) and significantly less time to participate than parents 
of high school students (M=-0.41, SD=1.00; p<.05).  There was no significant difference in time 
to participate between parents of middle school students and parents of high school students, 
p>.05.  There was a significant group difference in knowledge of how the of school functions 
(RC4) based on current grade of the student, F(2,190)=4.41, p<.05.  Parents of middle school 
students (M=-0.16, SD=0.90) knew significantly less about how the school functions than did 
parents of high school students (M=0.45, SD=1.21; p<.01).  Parents of elementary school and 
 
 
Figure 6.12: Bar Plot of Means with 95% Confidence Interval Error Bars by 
Component by Grade of Student 
 
pre-K school students (M=0.03, SD=0.90) did not significantly differ in reporting knowing about 
how a school functions than did parents of middle school students (p>.05) and parents of high 
school students (p>.05).  There was a significant group difference in involvement in decision 
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making (RC5) based on current grade of the student, F(2,190)=4.38, p<.05.  Parents of high 
school students (M=0.56, SD=1.19) were significantly more involved in decision making than  
 
Component F-value p-value    Student's Grade Mean SD 
RC1 
Involvement 
0.96 0.38   Elementary School 
 and Pre-K 0.06 0.96  
    Middle School -0.17 1.06  




4.30 0.02 *  Elementary School  
and Pre-K 0.15 0.93 a-b 
    Middle School -0.19 1.10 a 
       High School -0.41 1.00 b 
RC3 
Advocacy 
0.97 0.38    Elementary School  
and Pre-K 0.03 0.99  
    Middle School -0.16 0.90  




4.41 0.01 *  Elementary School  
and Pre-K 0.03 0.90  
    Middle School -0.29 1.07 aa 




4.38 0.01 *  Elementary School  
and Pre-K -0.10 0.96 aa 
    Middle School -0.02 0.93 b 




3.11 0.05 *  Elementary School 
and Pre-K 0.13 1.03 a 
    Middle School -0.20 0.87 a 




1.91 0.15   Elementary School  
and Pre-K 0.00 1.05  
    Middle School 0.17 0.72  




0.31 0.74   Elementary School  
and Pre-K 0.00 0.99  
    Middle School 0.06 1.04  
    High School -0.14 0.99  
Table 6.27: Comparisons of Means by Component by Grade of Student 
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were parents of elementary school and pre-K school students (M=-0.10, SD=0.96); p<.01) and 
parents of middle school students (M=-0.02, SD=0.93; p<.05).  There were no significant 
differences in involvement in decision making between parents of middle school students and 
parents of elementary and pre-K school students, p>.05.  There was a significant group 
difference in having transportation and language skills (RC6) based on current grade of the 
student, F(2,190)=3.11, p<.05.  Parents of elementary school and pre-K school students 
(M=0.13, SD=1.03) had significantly less transportation and language skills than did parents of 
middle school students (M=-0.20, SD=0.87; p<.05).  Parents of high school students (M=-0.29, 
SD=1.00) did not differ in having significantly more or less transportation and language skills 
than did parents of elementary and pre-K school students (p>.05) and parents of middle school 
students, p>.05. 
The remainder of the component score group differences based on current grade of the 
student was not significant.  There was no significant group differences in involvement (RC1) 
based on current grade of the student, F(2,190)=0.96, p=.38.  There was no significant group 
differences for amount of advocacy (RC3) based on current grade of the student, F(2,190)=0.97, 
p=.38.  There was no significant group differences in feeling welcome (RC7) based on current 
grade of the student, F(2,190)=1.91, p=.15.  There was no significant group differences in 




In this analysis, some variables were of significance and also of interest.  The race of the 
parent was significant.  Black and Latino parents reported having less time to participate, engage 
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in advocacy, have access to transportation, and have limited acquisition of necessary language 
skills.  Additionally, Black and Latino parents reported feeling less welcome in the schools than 
did non-Black and non-Latino parents.   
 The age of parent respondents was of significance.  The younger the parent the more 
he/she reported access to transportation as a barrier to participation.  However, younger parents 
reported participating more in advocacy behaviors than did older parents even though they also 
reported having less time to participate in schools that did older parents.  It stands to reason that 
younger parents have the younger students and have child-rearing and child care responsibilities 
that make greater demands on their time.  Nonetheless, they speak and inquire on behalf of their 
younger children.  On the other hand, older parents, who generally have students in the upper 
secondary or advanced grade levels, often leave advocacy up to the older student. 
 The gender of the parent was significant.  Female parents reported a greater lack in access 
to adequate transportation and in the acquisition of language skills than did male parents.  As 
reflective of the larger society, females, and particularly those in low income immigrant and 
minority communities, confront these issues that result from low wages and poverty.   
 Overall, the marital status of respondents was of significance.  In married households, the 
combined income of parents tended to be higher that of single parent households.  Consequently, 
married parents experienced greater access to transportation and to the acquisition of pertinent 
language skills.  Most importantly, married respondents had more time to participate in school 
activities than did single parents because of the ability to share the responsibilities of parent 
participation. 
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Along with marital status, household income was of significance to the advocacy 
variable.  The higher the income level, the more likely were parents to be involved in advocacy 
behaviors on behalf of their children.  
 Parents’ level of education was a significant factor in their levels of advocacy.  Similar to 
marital status and income level, those parents who reported higher levels of advocacy were those 
who had earned a BA degree or higher.  On the other hand, levels of advocacy declined 
commensurate with the level of education attained. 
 
Multivariate Analysis 
Finally, for this research, hypothesis driven models for multivariate analysis were 
constructed to examine the effects of multiple variables on the outcome variable and isolate each 
individual variable’s effect on the outcome variable while controlling for the others.  Forced 
entry OLS regression for each of the component scores by participants and the demographic 
variables were performed in SPSS.  The variables selected for the analysis again gave the 
rationale for including these specific variables.  Interpretation of the statistical results and a 
discussion of them as they relate to the hypotheses follow. 
Two models for each rotated component were built.  The first model was built starting 
with parent-level variables, then adding socioeconomic (SES)-level variables to explore the 
effect of these variables on the different rotated component scores.  The parent-level variables 
are: parent age, race of the student, gender of the student, and current school level of the student.  
The SES-level variables are household income and highest level of education of the parent.  OLS 
regression model statistics for the two models for each of the rotated components can be seen in 
table 6.28. 
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Not all of the rotated components (i.e., first, seventh and eighth rotated component) 
which were derived from parental responses to the Parental and School Survey were able to be 
modelled with SES-level and parent-level variables which were able to significantly model 
parental responses.  None of the models was significant for the first rotated component which 
dealt with parental involvement.  The overall fit of the first model for the first rotated component 
– parental involvement (F(4,188)=0.83, p=.51) and the overall fit of the second model 
(F(6,186)=1.10, p=.37) did not significantly account for more variance than a model which did 
not include any variables.  Additionally, none of the models was significant for the seventh 
rotated component which dealt with parental report of feeling welcome at the school.  The  
 








































































































Model I: Parent-level Variables 
 R2 .02 .06 .05 .03 .05 .09 .02 .01 
 F 0.83 2.82* 2.30† 1.27 2.37† 4.59*** 1.04 0.41 
Model II: Parent-level & SES-level Variables 
 R2 .03 .06 .11 .07 .07 .28 .03 .02 
 F 1.10 1.88† 3.79*** 2.35* 2.31* 11.95*** 0.79 0.56 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.28: OLS Regression Model Statistics for Rotated Components 
 
overall fit of the first model for the seventh rotated component – feeling welcome 
(F(4,188)=1.04, p=.39) and the overall fit of the second model (F(6,186)=0.79, p=.58) did not 
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significantly account for more variance than a model which did not include any variables.  
Lastly, none of the models was significant for the eighth rotated component which dealt with 
knowledge of school governance and the parents’ legal right.  The overall fit of the first model 
for the first rotated component – school governance (F(4,188)=0.41, p=.80) and the overall fit of 
the second model (F(6,186)=0.56, p=.76) did not significantly account for more variance than a 
model which did not include any variables.  Details of the non-significant models for these three 
rotated components are not further discussed or reported. 
The R2 are reported for each of the models in Table 6.26. For the significant models, the 
R2 values range from .03 to .28.  This indicates that the final models were only able to account 
for 3% to 28% of the variance in the data, however, this is not unexpected.  These models 
attempt to predict human behavior which is inherently complicated and difficult to predict.  The 
insights that are derived from the models are important and informative given that there are 
significant predictors of human behavior that can account for some amount of human behavior.  
Given more data and more predictor variables, the models might be a better fit of the data.  
Further research on a larger scale is still needed, and will necessarily be informed by the insights 
gained from this study.  Furthermore, the focus of the study was an attempt to understand parent 
attitudes and behavior in an urban district and explore the effect of a limited number of 
sociological factors.  The study did not attempt to perfectly predict parent behavior and attitudes 
but rather explore whether significant relationships existed.  One take away from the small 
values of R2 is then that parents attitudes and behaviors in an urban setting are not wholly a 
product of respondents’ race, gender, education level, income, and the like, but are a product of a 
complex constellation of factors that remain to be determined and uncovered. 
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 Rotated components (i.e., second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth rotated component) which 
were derived from parental responses to the Parental and School Survey were able to be 
significantly modeled with SES-level and parent-level variables.  These models are discussed 
and detailed below.  Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression 
coefficients for the variables in each of the two models for the five rotated components can be 
seen in table 6.27-6.31 in order to compare the effect of adding SES-level and parent-level 
variables in predicting parental attitudes and behaviors.  
 
Second Rotated Component Score (Time and Responsibilities) Multivariate Statistics 
The second rotated component dealt with time and responsibilities of parents.  The higher 
the score the less time a parent reported having to participate in school functions and in their 
student’s education.  Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression 
coefficients for the variables in each of the two models for the second rotated component – time 
and responsibility can be seen in table 6.29 in order to compare the effect of adding SES-level 
and parent-level variables in predicting parental participation. 
 
Model I: Parent-level variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the parents’ age, race, gender and 
student current grade as predictors of parents having time and responsibilities for participation at 
school was constructed.  The overall fit of the model was R2=.06 which significantly accounts for 
more variance in parents having time and responsibilities for participation at school than in a 
model which did not include any variables, F(4,188)=2.82, p<.05. 
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The analysis in the first model shows that current school level of the student (β=-.18, 
p<.05) significantly predicts parents having time and responsibilities of participating at school.  
Controlling for all variables in model I, for every level increase (e.g., middle school to high 
school), parents reported having more time to participate in their student’s school.  Controlling 
for all variables in model I, parents’ age (p=.43), parents’ race (p=.16), and gender (p=.74) were 
all not significant in predicting parents having time and responsibilities for participating at 
school in model I. 
 
RC2 Model 
Time & Responsibilities 
    I II 
Parent-level Variables 
 Age -0.12 -0.12 
  (-.06) (-.06) 
 Race 0.28 0.27 
  (.10) (.10) 
 Gender 0.06 0.06 
  (.02) (.03) 
 School Level -0.25* -0.25* 
  (-.18) (-.17) 
SES-level Variables 
 Income --- -0.00 
   (.00) 
 Parent Education --- 0.03 
      (.03) 
 Constant -0.06 -0.09 
 R2 .06 .06 
  F 2.82* 1.88† 
a Information above is based on a listwise  
deletion of cases. 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.29: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for Second 
Rotated Component Score (Time and Responsibilities)a 
 
 In this Model I for RC2, parents have more time to participate as their students move 
through the grades.  In other words, the older the student, the more time the responding parents 
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reported to have available.  However, as a veteran educator in an urban school district, this 
investigator consistently observes that parents of younger students demonstrate greater 
participation or involvement with the school than do parents of middle and secondary level 
students.  The older the child becomes the less engagement with the school is the parent.  
Schools should contemplate how best to involve parents who have the time but who lack the 
interest in being involved.   
 
Model II: SES-level variables 
A second model was constructed which looked at SES-level variables (household 
income, parents’ highest level of education) which explore parents having time and 
responsibilities for participation at school in addition to the variables from model I.  The overall 
fit of the second model was R2=.06 which approached significantly accounting for more variance 
in parents having time and responsibilities for participation at school than in the first model 
which did not include these variables, F(6,186)=1.88, p=.09. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that the current 
school level of the student (β=-.17, p<.05) significantly predicts parents having time and 
responsibilities of participating at school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, for every 
level increase (e.g., middle school to high school), parents reported having more time to 
participate in their student’s school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parents’ age 
(p=.43), race (p=.19), and gender (p=.72) were all not significant in predicting parents having 
time and responsibilities for participating at school in model II. 
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Second, the SES-level variables that explore parents having time and responsibilities for 
participating in school which are new in model II are examined.  None of the SES-level variables 
were significant.  Controlling for all variables in model II, household income (p=.99) and 
parents’ highest level of education (p=.73) were both not significant in predicting parents having 
time and responsibilities for participating at school in model II. 
These additional variables of household income and level of education that are included 
in model II for RC2, yield interesting findings.  They indicate that there is no significance for 
increasing parents’ level of participation in school.  The finding is also contradictory to the 
research that supports increased parental participation and at more meaningful levels the higher 
the education and income levels of parents.   
A finding of significance previously mentioned, was that parents reported having more 
time as their school-aged children grew older.  With older students, parents spent less time on 
child care and allowed the older student more autonomy for his/her own advocacy.  This is 
interesting for schools as it speaks to the need for educators to tap into the older parent as a force 
for decision-making and advocacy and as a parent force for the school and community. 
 
Third Rotated Component Score (Advocacy) Multivariate Statistics 
The third rotated component dealt with advocacy of parents.  The higher the score the 
more actions related to advocacy a parent reported doing on behalf of their student.  
Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients for the variables 
in each of the two models for the third rotated component – advocacy can be seen in table 6.30 in 
order to compare the effect of adding SES-level and parent-level variables in predicting parental 
advocacy behaviors. 
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Model I: Parent-level variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the parents’ age, race, gender and 
student’s current grade level as predictors of parental advocacy behaviors was constructed.  The 
overall fit of the model was R2=.05 which approached significance accounting for more variance 
in parents’ advocacy for their students at school than in a model which did not include any 




    I II 
Parent-level Variables 
 Age -0.26† -0.27† 
  (-.13) (-.14) 
 Race -0.33† -0.20 
  (-.12) (-.08) 
 Gender -0.24 -0.28† 
  (-.11) (-.12) 
 School Level 0.07 0.02 
  (.05) (.02) 
SES-level Variables 
 Income --- -0.05 
   (-.04) 
 Parent Education --- -0.32*** 
      (-.26) 
 Constant 0.45* 0.80*** 
 R2 .05 .11 
  F 2.30† 3.79*** 
a Information above is based on a listwise  
deletion of cases. 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.30: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for Third 
Rotated Component Score (Advocacy)a 
 
The analysis in the first model shows that parents’ age (β=-.13, p=.09) approached 
significantly predicting parents advocating for their students at school.  Controlling for all 
variables in model I, older parents reported advocating less for their students than did younger 
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parents.  A parent’s race (β=-.12, p=.10) approached significantly predicting parents’ advocating 
for their students at school.  Controlling for all variables in model I, Hispanic and Black parents 
reported advocating less for their students than did non-Hispanic or non-Black parents.  
Controlling for all variables in model I, parent gender (p=.15) and current school level of the 
student (p=.54) were both not significant in predicting parents advocacy for their student at 
school in model I. 
This model I in Rotated Component 3 again shows that the older the parent the less 
he/she advocates for the student.  Further, Black and Hispanic parents demonstrated less 
advocacy than did non-Black and non-Hispanic parents.  Although gender was not significant in 
this rotation component, it continues to be of interest that being a female parent in an urban 
school district would be a significant factor in the advocacy aspect of parental involvement. 
 
Model II: SES-level variables 
A second model was constructed which looked at SES-level variables (household 
income, parents’ highest level of education) and which explore parental advocacy behaviors in 
addition to the variables from model I.  The overall fit of the second model was R2=.11 which 
significantly accounts for more variance in parents advocacy than in the first model which did 
not include these variables, F(6,186)=3.79, p<001. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that parent age (β=-
.14, p=.07) approached significantly predicting parents advocating for their students at school.  
Controlling for all variables in model II, older parents advocated for their students less than did 
younger parents.  Parent’s gender (β=-.12, p=.09) approached significance predicting parents’ 
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advocating for their students at school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, male parents 
advocated less than did female parents.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parent race 
(p=.31) and current student school level (p=.83) were both not significant in predicting parent’s 
advocacy for their student at school in model II. 
Second, the SES-level variables that explore parents having time and responsibilities for 
participating at school which are new in model II are examined.  Parents’ highest level of 
education (β=-.26, p<.001) significantly predicts parents’ advocating for their students at school.  
Controlling for all variables in model II, the higher the level of education a parent has attained, 
the less they advocated for their student at school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, 
household income (p=.62) was not significant in predicting a parent’s advocacy for their student 
at school in model II.  When SES variables are included in this model II, it is interesting that the 
level of education that a parent attains correlates with decreased advocacy behaviors.  In this 
urban setting, work and other family responsibilities might be a factor in these outcomes 
contradictory to research.  
 In this rotated component 3 model II, with the inclusion of the SES variable, the results 
more closely reflect those behaviors demonstrated in largely urban communities.  For reasons 
reiterated in various rotations, female parents would be represented in larger numbers than would 
male parents.  When income and parent education variables are added to model II and rotation 
component RC3, the results better reflect the observed parent behaviors.  In this model, the 
findings show that female parents engage in greater levels of advocacy than do male parents. 
 Younger parents are shown to advocate more for their children than do older parents.  By 
and large, younger parents tend to have the younger students.  There is a heightened sense of 
vulnerability here and a need on the part of the parents to be protective and to function as the 
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advocate for the child the younger the child is.  As the student matures, parents often relinquish 
advocacy to the older student.   
 The inclusion of the SES variable in model II proved to have some significance.  It is 
again interesting here that the higher the education level attained by the parent, the less engaged 
in advocacy he/she is.  This runs contrary to research and to observation.  The size pool of parent 
respondents who reported higher levels of education might be a factor in this lack of significance 




    I II 
Parent-level Variables 
 Age -0.13 -0.13 
  (-.07) (-.07) 
 Race 0.14 0.23 
  (.05) (.08) 
 Gender -0.30† -0.34* 
  (-.13) (-.15) 
 School Level 0.14 0.10 
  (.10) (.07) 
SES-level Variables 
 Income --- 0.10 
   (.07) 
 Parent Education --- -0.26** 
      (-.21) 
 Constant -0.04 0.17 
 R2 .03 .07 
  F 1.27 2.35* 
a Information above is based on a listwise 
deletion of cases. 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.31: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for Fourth 






Fourth Rotated Component Score (Knowledge of School Function) Multivariate Statistics 
The fourth rotated component dealt with parents’ knowledge of how a school functions.  
The higher the score the more a parent reported knowing how the school functions.  
Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients for the variables 
in each of the two models for the fourth rotated component – school function can be seen in table 
6.31 in order to compare the effect of adding SES-level and parent-level variables in predicting 
parental knowledge of how a school functions. 
 
Model I: Parent-level variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the parents’ age, race, gender and 
student current grade as predictors of parental knowledge of how a school functions was 
constructed.  The overall fit of the model was R2=.03 which did not significantly account for 
more variance in parental knowledge of how a school functions than in a model which did not 
include any variables, F(4,188)=1.27, p=.28. 
The analysis in the first model shows that parent gender (β=-.13, p=.08) approached 
significantly predicting parental knowledge of how a school functions.  Controlling for all 
variables in model I, male parents of reported knowing less about how a school functions than 
did female parents of female student.  Controlling for all variables in model I, parent age (p=.39), 
race (p=.48), and current level of student (p=21) were all not significant in predicting parental 
knowledge of how a school functions in model I. 
The only variable of significance in this model was that of gender.  Female parents were 
more involved in advocacy in the schools than were male parents.  This finding is predictable 
and supports current observed behavior. In an urban community where female parents head 
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single family households in larger numbers than do men, it stands to reason that females would 
be more involved in advocacy than would male parents. 
 
Model II: SES-level variables 
A second model was constructed which looked at SES-level variables (household 
income, parents’ highest level of education) which explore parental knowledge of how a school 
functions in addition to the variables from model I.  The overall fit of the second model was 
R2=.07 which significantly accounts for more variance in knowledge of how a school functions 
than in the first model which did not include these variables, F(6,186)=2.35, p<05. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that parent gender 
(β=-.15, p<.05) significantly predicts parents advocating for their student at school.  Controlling 
for all variables in model II, male parents reported knowing less about how a school functions 
than female parents.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parent age (p=.39), race (p=.26) 
and current level of student (p=.40) were all not significant in predicting parental knowledge of 
how a school functions in model II. 
Second, the SES-level variables that explore parents having time and responsibilities for 
participating at school which are new in model II are examined.  Parents’ highest level of 
education (β=-.21, p<.01) significantly predicts parents knowledge about school.  Controlling for 
all variables in model II, higher educated parents reported knowing less about how a school 
functions than less educated parents.  Controlling for all variables in model II, household income 
(p=.34) was not significant in predicting parental knowledge of how a school functions in model 
II. 
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 In this model II RC4 rotation, male parents’ knowing less about how school functions 
than do female parents can be borne out in the research (Jones et al., 2009; Trask-Tate et al., 
2010) that speak to the involvement of African American male parents in the academic lives of 
their children.  So too is the finding that the higher the education level of the parent the more 
involved in advocacy is the parent.  One outstanding yet contradictory result in this rotation is 
that the higher educated parent knew less about the functioning of the school than the lesser 
educated parent.  It is possible that here again, a larger respondent sample might be helpful in re-




    I II 
Parent-level Variables 
 Age 0.06 0.05 
  (.03) (.03) 
 Race -0.31 -0.23 
  (-.11) (-.08) 
 Gender -0.06 -0.07 
  (-.03) (-.03) 
 School Level 0.23* 0.21† 
  (.16) (.15) 
SES-level Variables 
 Income --- -0.08 
   (-.06) 
 Parent Education --- -0.17† 
      (-.14) 
 Constant 0.13 0.35 
 R2 .05 .07 
  F 2.37† 2.31* 
a Information above is based on a listwise 
deletion of cases. 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.32: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for Fifth Rotated 




Fifth Rotated Component Score (Decision-making Involvement) Multivariate Statistics 
The fifth rotated component dealt with parental involvement in decision making activities 
in the school.  The higher the score the more a parent reported being involved in decision making 
in the school.  Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients 
for the variables in each of the two models for the fifth rotated component – decision-making 
involvement can be seen in table 6.32 in order to compare the effect of adding SES-level and 
parent-level variables in predicting parental involvement in decision making. 
 
Model I: Parent-level variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the parents’ age, race, gender, and 
student current grade as predictors of parental involvement in decision making was constructed.  
The overall fit of the model was R2=.05 which approached significance accounting for more 
variance in parental decision-making involvement than in a model which did not include any 
variables, F(4,188)=2.37, p=.05. 
The analysis in the first model shows that a student’s current grade level (β=.16, p<.05) 
significantly predicts parental decision-making involvement for their student at school.  
Controlling for all variables in model I, the higher the grade a student was in, the more the parent 
was involved in decision making.  Controlling for all variables in model I, parent age (p=.71), 
race (p=.12), and gender (p=.72) were all not significant in predicting parental decision-making 
involvement in model I. 
In this RC5 rotation model, the student’s grade level was significant in predicting 
parental involvement in decision-making at the school.  This is aligned with what is generally 
observed as it relates to decision-making.  However, it contradicts the observation that parents 
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are more involved the younger the child.  As students move through the grades and prepare 
themselves for secondary and post-secondary pursuits, parents find it necessary to maintain 
involvement to help guide and prepare their children towards academic achievement. 
 
Model II: SES-level variables 
A second model was constructed which looked at SES-level variables (household 
income, parents’ highest level of education) which explore parental involvement in decision-
making in addition to the variables from model I.  The overall fit of the second model was 
R2=.07 which significantly accounts for more variance in parental decision-making involvement 
than in the first model which did not include these variables, F(6,186)=2.31, p<05. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that a student’s 
current grade (β=.15, p=.06) significantly predicts parental decision-making involvement for 
their student at school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parents of students in higher 
grades reported being involved more in school decision making.  Controlling for all variables in 
model II, parent age (p=.74), race (p=.25), and gender (p=.67) were all not significant in 
predicting parental decision-making involvement in model II. 
Second, the SES-level variables that explore parents having time and responsibilities for 
participating at school which are new in model II are examined.  Parent’s highest level of 
education (β=-.14, p=.06) significantly predicts parental decision-making involvement for their 
student at school.  Controlling for all variables in model II, higher educated parents reported 
more involvement in decision-making than less educated parents.  Controlling for all variables in 
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model II, household income (p=.43) was not significant in predicting parental decision-making 
involvement in model II. 
 The significant variables are the grade level of the student and the education level of the 
parent.  In this model, parents increased their involvement the older the student.  Although this 
contradicts what is generally observed, it is critical that the older the child becomes, the more 
necessary it is for the parent to participate in higher levels of engagement with the school.   
 Also of important note in this rotation and specifically in model II is the lack of any 
significance related to the income variable.  Research points to SES as a critical variable in 
parental involvement.  It supports the trappings of cultural, social, and economic capital, which 
allow parents to be involved both formally and informally at significant levels of collaboration 
and decision-making with the school.  However, in this model, level of income does not 
approach significance in predicting involvement in decision-making.  This too is contradictory in 
that both higher level of education and income are strong predictors of parent resources that 
afford parents’ involvement in decision-making and advocacy.  In this sample, there might not 
have been a strong enough representative of respondents in the higher education and income 
level categories to inform in this area. 
In model II of RC5, parents’ higher level of education again predicts, with significance, 
parents’ level of decision-making in the school.  It makes sense or stands to reason that level of 
education would be of significance.  Level of education not only correlates with income level, 
but it can also strengthen and develop the individual’s ability to engage in higher levels of 
discourse, thinking, and the demonstration of communication skills that underscore participation 
in decision-making and collaboration.  Further, the more educated the parent, the more likely 
he/she is to understand the workings of the educational system and to be un-intimidated by 
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participation.  The higher educated parent participates more easily, then, in advisory, ad hoc, 
exploratory committees, focus groups and the like and is skillful in asking the kinds of questions 
that result in answers conducive to decision-making. 
 
RC6 Model 
Transportation and Language 
    I II 
Parent-level Variables 
 Age -0.17 -0.15 
  (-.08) (-.07) 
 Race 0.39* 0.16 
  (.14) (.06) 
 Gender -0.44** -0.40** 
  (-.20) (-.17) 
 School Level -0.15 -0.08 
  (-.10) (-.06) 
SES-level Variables 
 Income --- 0.21* 
   (.14) 
 Parent Education --- 0.53*** 
      (.42) 
 Constant -0.05 -0.70*** 
 R2 .09 .28 
  F 4.59*** 11.95*** 
a Information above is based on a listwise 
deletion of cases. 
† p<.1     *p<.05     ** p<.01     ***p<.001 
Table 6.33: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (Beta in parentheses) for Sixth Rotated 
Component Score (Transportation and Language)a 
 
Sixth Rotated Component Score (Transportation and Language) Multivariate Statistics 
The sixth rotated component dealt with access to transportation and the acquisition of 
language skills of parents.  The higher the score the more a parent reported lacking adequate 
transportation and language skills to be involved in their student’s education.  Unstandardized 
regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients for the variables in each of the 
two models for the sixth rotated component – transportation and language can be seen in table 
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6.33 in order to compare the effect of adding SES-level and parent-level variables in predicting 
parents having transportation and language skills. 
 
Model I: Parent-level variables 
Using the enter method, a model which looked at the parents’ age,  race, gender, and 
student current grade as predictors of parental transportation and language skills was constructed.  
The overall fit of the model was R2=.09 which did not significantly account for more variance in 
parental transportation and language skills than in a model which did not include any variables, 
F(4,188)=4.59, p<.001. 
The analysis in the first model shows that parent’s race (β=-.14, p<.05) significantly 
predicts parental acquisition of transportation and language skills.  Controlling for all variables in 
model I, Hispanic and Black parents lacked adequate transportation and language skills less than 
did non-Hispanic and non-Black parents.  A parent’s gender (β=-.20, p<.01) significantly 
predicts parental acquisition of transportation and language skills.  Controlling for all variables in 
model I, female parents lacked adequate transportation and language skills less than did male 
parents.  Controlling for all variables in model I, parent age (p=.28), and current school level of 
student (p=.18) were both not significant in predicting parental access to transportation and the 
acquisition of language skills in model I. 
 In this model I RC6, the race/ethnicity variable was significant.  Black and Hispanic 
parents reported lacking in adequate transportation and in the acquisition of language skills that 
facilitate stronger parental involvement.  It is interesting in this model that female parents lack 
more in their ability to acquire transportation and facility in the language than do male parents.  
With a larger respondent pool, gender variables might have minimum to no significant impact on 
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a parent’s ability to garner adequate transportation and to gain facility in his/her ability to 
communicate in the dominant language. 
 
Model II: SES-level variables 
A second model was constructed which looked at SES-level variables (household 
income, parents’ highest level of education) which explore parental access to transportation and 
the acquisition of language skills in addition to the variables from model I.  The overall fit of the 
second model was R2=.28 which significantly accounts for more variance in parental 
transportation and language skills than in the first model which did not include these variables, 
F(6,186)=11.95, p<001. 
First, the predictors which were already included in model I are explored.  The analysis 
of these previous variables from the first model in the second model shows that parent gender 
(β=-.17, p<.01) significantly predicts parental transportation and language skills.  Controlling for 
all variables in model II, female parents lacked adequate transportation and language skills less 
than did male parents.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parent age (p=.28), race (p=.37), 
and current level of student (p=.42) were all not significant in predicting parental transportation 
and language skills in model II. 
Second, the SES-level variables that explore parents having time and responsibilities for 
participating at school which are new in model II are examined.  Household income (β=.14, 
p<.05) significantly predicts parental access to transportation and the acquisition of language 
skills.  Controlling for all variables in model II, parents from households with higher yearly 
income lacked adequate transportation and language skills more than did parents from 
households with lower yearly income.  Parents’ highest level of education (β=.42, p<.001) 
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significantly predicts parental transportation and language skills.  Controlling for all variables in 
model II, parents with higher levels of education lacked adequate transportation and language 
skills more than did parents with lower levels of education.  This is interesting.  A possible 
explanation can be that the immigrant factor.  Some immigrant parents might be well educated, 
however, their immigrant status could have caused them to be denied the access, educational 
privilege, and opportunities as afforded to other Americans.  Furthermore, since the variable of 
language and access to transportation are lumped together, this outcome could be an effect of 
language.  Controlling for all variables in model II, none of the SES-level variables was 
significant in predicting parental access to transportation nor the acquisition of language skills in 
model II. 
 In model II, gender is significant to gaining access to transportation and acquiring 
language skills.  Female parents did better than male parents.  They lacked less.  This finding is 
not surprising since many families are headed by a single female parent who is the sole provider 
and facilitator assuming the roles of those in a two-parent household.  Race, however, is not a 
significant variable here. 
Model II RC6 includes the two variables level of income and level of education.  This 
model looked at the effect of these two variables on parental involvement.  The outcomes in this 
rotation component contradicts the literature and the bivariate models in that the higher the 
income and education level, the more possible it is for parents to be involved in decision-making 
and in school advocacy.  Higher income is commensurate with access to necessary transportation 
and also informs on a parent’s ability to communicate in the dominant language.  Essentially, 
these two variables facilitate a parent’s ability to have more time, skill, and resources for 
meaningful participation in the school. 
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Discussion 
In this chapter, the Parent and School Survey (PASS) is introduced as a tool for 
evaluating the level of and possible barriers to parental involvement in the urban school district 
under study.  A description of the rationale for selecting this survey is given along with the 
manner in which the surveys were collected.  Explanations regarding the protection of 
participants’ rights along with the risks and/or benefits of the study are given. 
The PASS tool is described as arranged into four thematic sections based on Epstein’s six 
constructs of parental involvement.  Those four thematic sections are: (1) questions related to 
parental feelings; (2) questions about barriers to parental involvement; (3) questions about 
school-related knowledge of the parent; and (4) questions about parental levels of advocacy.  
Brief descriptions on data analysis, univariate, bivariate, and multivariate analyses are given. 
Figures and tables display the various statistical information.  OLS regression models for 
eight rotation components were developed to analyze the data.  The eight rotation components 
were explored by reviewing component score group deficiencies based on selected variables for 
each component. 
By and large, the higher the education and income levels of parents, the more they tended 
to be involved at the decision-making and advocacy levels in their children’s school.  Further, 
variables such as lack of transportation and limited facility with language were barriers to 
involvement for many of the parent respondents.  In the initial models, race, age, gender, marital 
status, household income, and level of education of parent respondents were variables that 
influenced and held significance for parental involvement.  
However, as other models were built, there developed some contradictions in the 
findings.  For example, the increasing involvement of parents in the academic lives of their 
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children as those students grew older contradicts the research and observation.  Parents are more 
involved the younger the students are.  However, the increased involvement evidenced here can 
be explained as parents becoming more concerned the closer the student gets to graduation and 
post-secondary life.  Another contradiction was that a parent’s level of education had no 
significance in predicting the parent’s involvement in decision-making activities in the school.  
An interesting outcome in another model was that female parents were more likely to lack in 
their ability to secure transportation and acquire language skills than did male parents. 
A similar survey, conducted with a larger respondent pool (than n=800) might yield 
results that could shed more light on attitudes and behaviors of parents in urban school districts 
that could be leveraged for stronger parental involvement at home and in the schools. 
 
Summary of Chapter 6 
In this chapter, the school community is described as urban in a suburban setting.  It is a 
community largely comprised of Black, Hispanic, and immigrant families of low to moderate 
income.  Parents who are themselves English language learners also constitute the parent 
population. 
 The research was designed to address three specific research questions, namely: 1) does 
parental cultural capital influence academic achievement generally; 2) are there forms of cultural 
capital that influence academic achievement specifically; 3) can an emergent technology be 
leveraged to promote increased parental involvement.  The investigation can serve to inform on 
those factors that both advance and mitigate parental involvement in districts that struggle to 
improve upon parental engagement and to form effective parent-school partnerships. 
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 Parents’ attitudes and feelings about their children’s school are examined.  Also studied 
are parents’ perceptions of how they are viewed by the school.  These factors seem critical to 
parents’ level of engagement with the school.  The analysis model 6.1 represent those factors that 
were studied. 
 Figure 6.2 is a design of the two instruments used in this research.  The Parent Portal and 
the Parent and School Survey (PASS) were administered and the results analyzed.  The Parent 
Portal is a web-based technology that allows parents access to their children’s academic 
information and achievement without having to interact with school personnel and on their own 
time.  Parents’ use of the parent portal is analyzed in chapter 6 in relation to student performance 
data across grades pre-k – 12.  Overall evaluation of the use of the technology suggests the need 
to investigate further possible factors such as lack of access to computers with internet access 
and lack of facility in both the dominant language and the language spoken at home. 
The PASS survey was administered to parents in order to investigate parents’ feelings 
about schools, their knowledge about how the school functions, and the level of their advocacy 
for students.  The PASS was also administered in order to investigate ways in which school 
districts could gain realistic perspectives of parents so as to address and increase parental 
participation. 
Chapter 6 provides a description of how the data was collected, a statement of 
Participants’ Rights and Ethical Considerations, the Risks and Benefits of the Research Design, 
and a description of the Data Analysis.  Given that the data are all so highly correlated, 
especially questions of different types, additional statistical analysis and factor reductions were 
done to control for the correlated nature of the data and to derive meaningful dependent 
variables. 
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Eight rotated components were explored to analyze parents’ feelings about school, 
barriers that prevented involvement, knowledge of the school system, and advocacy.  The first, 
seventh, and the eighth rotated components yielded no significance.  The first rotated component 
dealt with parental involvement, the seventh dealt with feeling welcome, and the eighth dealt 
with knowledge of school governance.  These three components were given no further 
discussion. 
Rotated components two, three, four, five, and six were able to be significantly modeled 
with parent, student, and socio-economic (SES) level variables.  These are discussed in chapter 6 
in detail.  Unstandardized regression coefficients and standardized regression coefficients for the 
variables in each of the models for the five rotated components can be seen in Tables 6.29-6.33.  
The models yield interesting results that underscore the need for schools to pursue and 
implement parent involvement strategies that invite parent participation formally, informally, in 






Roadmap of Chapter 7 
In this chapter I will discuss findings based on chapters 5 and 6. I will also discuss any 
similarities and/or differences of findings between the national study of parental involvement and 
the local study.  Any relationships between the two studies are elucidated and discussed.   
 
Introduction 
There is no doubt that this nation’s leaders, policy makers, and educators support the 
belief that parental involvement is important and that it carries a concomitant import on the 
academic achievement and success of students.  Federal and state policies and regulations such 
as NCLB, RTTT, and ESSA are described in earlier chapters as catalysts for increasing and 
promoting parental involvement in schools.  These policies and regulations provide guidelines 
and mandates, many of which are unfunded or unequally financed, for schools to find creative 
ways to motivate and engage parents in order to build stronger home-school alliances.   
This investigation elucidates that parents in this urban community could be involved to a 
greater degree in the academic lives of their children if they are encouraged, supported, and 
shown how to do so.  Bronfrenner (1979) writes that when schools build capacity and skills in 
parents to work with their children, the ability to do so has a beneficial effect on their children.  
Therefore, if low income Black, Hispanic, and immigrant students in urban communities are to 
move toward achievement equity, their parents need to become stronger partners, in greater 
numbers, with educators.  The relationship, then, between home and school must be mutually 
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supportive of the students and must be one in which both parents and the school are cohesive in 
their expectations of students and of each other (Bronfrenner, 1979).  A national data study was 
analyzed in chapter 5.  In chapter 6, a local study is presented, analyzed, and discussed. 
The national data survey analyzed in chapter 5 informs on the nature and value of 
parental involvement behaviors particularly exhibited in an urban population comprised of low-
income, Black, immigrant, and Hispanic students.  Analyses of the data reveal interesting 
findings, many of which are borne out in the research in parental involvement.  The local study, 
which surveyed parents in an urban community, focuses on barriers that parents face including 
having a weak socio-economic base which could be a factor in thwarting and undermining their 
ability to engage in involvement and advocacy at home and in the school.  The slow creep 
toward equity of achievement experienced by students in this population speaks to the 
underlying existence of real inequities socially, economically, and politically despite decades of 
policy, laws, and regulations in place to ensure that all students, regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
socio-economic status, have equal rights and access to equal education. 
 
Societal barriers 
The first analysis of the local data addressed the research question of barriers to 
involvement.  Those barriers are real.  The analysis looked at variables that hinder involvement.  
A major barrier is the socio-economic status of the parent.  A conglomerate of variables 
amalgamate to make up a person’s socio-economic status.  These variables are marital status, the 
occupation of the parent, the parent’s level of education and whether there is access to the 
internet at home.  In the national study, the socio-economic status of the parent significantly 
predicted a student’s academic performance.  Along those lines, the bivariate analysis of the 
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local study found similar outcomes.  Overall, factors that are indicative of, or that help to 
advance socio-economic status, significantly affected parents’ involvement behaviors.  Level of 
education, income level, and being married or living in a married-like situation advanced 
parents’ advocacy at home and at school.  Engaging in advocacy serves to help students achieve 
academically.  Interestingly, however, the fourth model built in the local study found little 
significance in SES variables predicting parents’ having access to transportation and being able 
to communicate with the school. 
 
Advocacy 
Additionally, in chapter 5, parental advocacy in the school is judged by whether the 
parent belongs to a parent-teacher organization.  Other variables include the parent’s interaction 
with the student regarding checking homework and engaging in discussions around current 
course work and giving advice and direction for future college attendance.  Advocacy in the 
home is demonstrated through the communication of academic expectations and through those 
parent actions that communicate the parent’s knowledge of the child’s whereabouts and of 
school related issues concerning the child. 
 
Domestic demographics 
The overall analysis of the national data set indicates that certain factors affect student 
performance and academic achievement.  According to the results of the national study 
addressed in chapter 5, the domestic situation in a home impacts performance.  In that case, 
married parents or parents who live as if married have a more significant effect on student 
achievement.  In the local study, 56% (n=108) of parent respondents reported to be single or 
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divorced or living in a one-parent household.  This is a factor that has a significant negative 
impact on student achievement.  Further, gender is a factor for involvement in the local study.  
Single female parents experienced significantly more lack in the critical variables such as having 
access to transportation and being able to acquire the language skills necessary to communicate 
than did parents who are married or who live as though married.  The chart below summarizes an 
interesting finding from the local study.  Gender, income and level of the parent’s education 
were variables that most limited parents’ access to language skill acquisition and access to 
transportation. 
  Rotated Component 










Age  †    
Race      
Gender  † ✓  ✓ 
School Level ✓   †  
Income     ✓ 
Parent Education   ✓ ✓ † ✓ 
† = Approached Significance; ✓ = Significant 
Table 7.1: Summary table of PASS Model Significant Variables 
 
SES factors 
By and large the fourth model in the local study in chapter 6 finds similarities with the 
national data study analyzed in chapter 5 in that higher education and income levels of parents 
were factors that contributed to more increased levels of parental involvement in the home and in 
the school.  Discussions around homework, school courses, college information and advice were 
of significance for student achievement in the analysis of the national study.  In the local study, 
with 25% (n=48) of parents reporting to have a college degree or better, this statistic raises 
concern about the overall ability of parents in this community to give assistance and advice 
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around homework and issues of post-secondary concerns.  Parents might see to it that their 
children spend time on homework, however, they might find it a challenge to assist the student in 
more meaningful and academic ways. 
An analysis of the data from the national study shows that parents who are educated and 
who have a strong socio-economic base, can leverage their cultural and social capital to engage 
in advocacy at home and in the school.  In so doing, they positively and significantly impact 
student achievement.  The local study exposes the issues of the struggle of low-income, minority, 
and immigrant parents to have a similar impact on their children’s academic achievement.  They 
lack in many of the variables that support achievement.  A parent whose time is constrained by 
long work hours is not able to provide the oversight at home and the advocacy at school.  
Further, those parents who do not have the stability of available and on demand transportation 
face major hindrances to involvement. 
 
Correlations and differences 
The local study realizes other correlations with the national study.  In the local study, 
parents increased their advocacy and oversight as their children grew older.  This holds similarity 
with the national study wherein parents discuss courses and college with their children.  The 
national study concludes that SES variables such as parental education and occupation along 
with parent behaviors of advocacy in the home and at school are critical to student achievement.  
The local study focuses on the barriers that thwart and undermine a strong socio-economic base 
and the ability to engage in advocacy at home and in school. 
A major factor in the local study is the language barrier or parents’ ability to acquire 
language skills.  However, this is not part of the national study.  Parents struggle with 
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communication, and as indicated in an earlier chapter, they avoid interactions and 
communication or often feign understanding. 
Today, the political climate looms as a large negative barrier and obstacle to parental 
involvement in communities such as the one under study.  This was not a factor in the national 
study.  Currently, many immigrant parents and students move with distrust and fear.  They 
decrease their interactions with the schools, suspecting them as a possible threat to their well-
being and to the safety of their children.  Any advances that schools might have made toward 
strengthening and encouraging the participation of immigrant parents are at a severe risk of being 
eroded in this political climate today. 
Contemplating these conditions within the framework of social and capital theory, the 
conclusion has to be made that there must exist a systemic social network of inequality.  It, in 
turn, creates this persistence in lagging achievement and inequity of achievement for 
marginalized populations despite the supports and resources offered to students in urban settings.  
Noguera (2008) agrees with this view when he writes that the challenges that schools face in 
urban communities are “because the problems and issues confronting urban schools are typically 
manifestations of larger societal problems related to social inequality, racism, and the 
deterioration of urban areas” (p. 217).  It stands to reason, then, that schools must seek out and 
implement those approaches that will serve to build and bolster social and cultural capital for 
students and their families in low-income, minority, Hispanic, and immigrant populations 





Summary of Chapter 7 
In this chapter I review the analysis of the national data set on parental involvement and 
the local study.  I point out similarities and differences and highlight any instances where one 






Roadmap of Chapter 8 
In this chapter, I provide recommendations for schools along with a conclusion that 
suggests the work that has to be done going forward. 
 
Summary of Chapter 8 
Chapter 8 provides an overall discussion of the investigation.  Recommendations for 
further study or going forward are given along with a conclusion.  This study investigated 
barriers to behaviors that support the leveraging of cultural capital of low-income, minority, 
Hispanic, and immigrant parents and whether those barriers impact academic achievement.  The 
investigation further explored those factors that might be considered as barriers to parent 
engagement in a selected urban community.  The purpose of doing so was to bring to light issues 
that are often unspoken or nebulous and instead, extend and expand this critical conversation 
around diminishing parental involvement which is grounded in reality.  In this community, the 
barriers are real; many parents work long days, live in cramped households, and have limited 
resources to devote to the academic, social, and emotional wellbeing of their children.  Low-
income minority, Black, Hispanic, and immigrant students in urban communities despite per 
pupil spending and other various strategies aimed at supporting students, are still not 
demonstrating strides to achievement equity.  They still lag atrociously behind.  In no way is this 
investigator purporting poverty as an excuse for inaction or inertia.  However, poverty can be a 
real handicapping condition.  Nonetheless, there are interventions that schools can leverage in 
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order to develop parents as resources and as partners for bringing about equity in student 
achievement. 
 Using quantitative methods and employing theory grounded in research, the investigator 
examined the academic performance of students in an urban school district, and studied the 
alignment of student performance with parents’ use of a web-based technology geared to 
facilitate and enhance parental involvement.  The analysis revealed that as students advanced 
through the grades, parents decreased their use of the Parent Portal technology.   
 Additionally, a parent survey was administered to parents to assess their feelings and 
attitudes about the school, barriers to involvement, their perceived levels of knowledge of the 
school, and their level of advocacy for their children.  In preparation for the study, this researcher 
examined the literature on parental involvement in the United States, and those policies and 
regulations that were implemented to promote parental involvement were reviewed.  The second 
body of literature examined was that of theories pertaining to forms of capital – specifically 
cultural, economic, and social – as espoused by Bourdieu.  Epstein’s model of parental 
involvement and Jeynes’ perspective on race and socio-economic factors and the analysis of a 
national data study on parental involvement served also to inform this study. 
 
Discussion 
One of the most common responses to schools’ attempts to communicate with parents is 
to provide written communication in the parent’s home language.  Although a thoughtful and 
commendable practice, much more needs to be done to strengthen the home-school 
communication.  (Comer, 2005; Joyner et al., 2004; Anderson, 2007) find that a strong 
characteristic of effective schools is their capacity to organize, to form, and to work productively 
in groups and to bring about meaningful learning for all.  Moreover, despite this innate capacity, 
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schools need to put in place opportunities for effective pedagogy and ways to engage parents of 
urban students with the school. 
 Three questions guided this research.  The first question: Are there forms of and barriers 
to cultural capital that influence academic achievement specific to low-income, minority, 
Hispanic, and immigrant students?  The results of this study point to the importance and value of 
cultural capital in the academic achievement of children.  For low-income minority parents and 
those in other marginalized populations, their cultural capital might be more difficult to be 
leveraged by the dominant group.  As evidenced from the local study, parents in these 
populations hold the pervasive belief that parental roles and those of the school are discrete and 
distinctly disparate.  Therefore, from the outset, that belief itself presents a barrier to 
communication and a concomitant barrier to schools’ knowing parents and being able to leverage 
the capital that they might bring to benefit their children academically. 
There are also real or palpable barriers to involvement in these populations as realized 
from the local study.  The persistent lack of time, lack of access to social resources, and the 
preponderance of single parent households are some of the factors that constitute barriers to 
involvement.  Further, they are indicative of a lower socio-economic status that can negate the 
acquisition of access to valuable resources and social networks.  This, then, hinders parents from 
being involved in the schools and positively influencing the academic achievement of their 
children. 
The second guiding question is: Does parental cultural capital influence the academic 
achievement of low-income, minority, Hispanic, and immigrant students generally?  Results of 
the study show that the leveraging of cultural capital does influence the academic achievement of 
students in the dominant populations and in affluent and middle class families.  It stands to 
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reason that the same should apply to students in all groups as long as that cultural capital is 
recognized, valued and leveraged.  The local study exposes a lack of participation and 
involvement of marginalized groups which makes it difficult for cultural capital to be leveraged 
and positively influential in student achievement.  The local study suggests that cultural capital 
can be developed and leveraged through parent outreach and parent education for the benefit of 
all students.  This community has a very large immigrant population.  As such, and perhaps due 
to cultural differences, many parents assume a hands-off attitude toward the school.  What that 
means is that they leave the business of formal education to the school.  In turn, they assume as 
theirs the responsibility of delivering to the school, children who are fed, clothed, and 
supposedly ready to learn.  These parents serve as role models of perseverance, hard work, and 
resilience for their children. 
Undergirding this attitude is an underlying unfamiliarity with the school system.  There is 
a hesitancy to ask questions combined with not knowing what questions to ask.  Further, if 
language presents a barrier to understanding and communication, many parents avoid invitations 
to the school.  Cultural differences in low-income, minority, and immigrant populations can be a 
barrier to involvement.  Parents who come from different educational experiences often hold the 
belief that the school is the authority in the education of the child.  They, therefore, relinquish 
that role to the school.  Participation in the affairs of the school in the form of team membership 
and decision making opportunities is a foreign concept to many immigrant parents.  Engaging in 
such activities has to be taught, learned, and acculturated.  This comes with time, school 
outreach, and education.  There is a great challenge, however, for schools to collaborate with the 
community to seek to create liaisons between the school and parents in an effort to increase 
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parent understanding, build skill, enlarge social networks, and strengthen parent voice in all 
aspects of advocacy for their children. 
The third question is: Can an emergent technology be leveraged to promote increased 
parental involvement in low-income, minority, Hispanic, and immigrant school communities?  In 
the local study, although some parents responded as having time to be involved, they reported 
that they were not.  For some parents involvement could mean being knowledgeable about the 
opportunities that existed for their children.  For others, it could mean being informed of 
curriculum and instruction, assessments, and other concerns that impact their children 
academically.  Many parents reported lacking in these areas.  The use of technology provides an 
additional avenue of communication between parents and the school and serves to invite and 
capture parental involvement.  As evidenced from the local study, the data show that parents 
decrease their use of the available technology as students move through the grades.  The future is 
in technology in all aspects of life and certainly in parental communication with the school.  
Nonetheless, with efforts through parent outreach and education in the skills of engagement, 
leveraging the current technology could provide a platform or avenue for parents to 
communicate with the school and increase their levels of involvement. 
 
Recommendations –Best Practices 
There are options for schools to do this work. It is a reality that parents who participated 
in this study and who are representative of the larger parent population face challenges 
economically, socially, and culturally.  In today’s political climate, more immigrant parents and 
families are fearful that their civil liberties are tenuous and could be snatched from them in a 
moment.  This situation has further alienated and silenced many parents; thus making efforts at 
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involvement more challenging now than before.  However, results of the study point to three 
distinct areas where schools can help parents. 
 
Building social and cultural networks 
 Firstly, parents need to build resources through increasing their knowledge and 
developing social networks.  Parents can be encouraged to volunteer, participate as parent 
liaisons between the home and the school, or function as the parent assistant with the school at 
civic and other community events.  Within the school, parents can be part of parent teams to 
inform other parents, advance concerns, and work collaboratively with building leadership in 
problem solving.  Having social networks also helps to build cultural capital.  Accordingly, there 
is that interconnectedness between the two.  As parents build social capital, they can leverage it 
or withdraw from it to help support their children academically. 
 
Building parent skills 
Secondly, parents need to build skill in advocacy in the home and in the school.  Since 
one finding in the local study informs that parents are more engaged when children are younger, 
schools need to capitalize on that moment and the captive audience they have in younger parents.  
Parent workshops that help younger parents advocate for their children should be common 
occurrences.  Parents must be taught how to engage in advocacy and those behaviors that support 
children.  I recently had a conversation with a tenth grade student of immigrant parents.  The 
student had goals of graduating and going to college.  She lamented, however, that her parents 
didn’t know how to be involved.  She said, “My mother needed to be taught.  She did not know 
how to be involved” (student’s statement).  What parents do at home to advocate for their 
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children must be shared and validated.  Activities such as eating meals together or participating 
in family gatherings or going to religious services together are behaviors that build character 
(Epstein et al., 2007), and family values (Jeynes, 2016) and also significantly positively impact 
student achievement..  These should be acknowledged, valued, and leveraged by the school.  
Furthermore, every opportunity to open up the dialog formally (panels, parent teams, discussion 
groups) and informally (conversations) to share ideas and to strengthen parents’ skill in assisting 
children academically at home should be consistently provided. 
 
Building parent partnerships 
Thirdly, parents need to know more about how the school functions.  This can be done 
through workshops with teacher leaders and administrators.  Parents come out to the school in 
greater numbers when their children are performing and/or being recognized for an 
accomplishment or achievement.  At every opportunity where parents are gathered, schools must 
plan to teach a skill or impart meaningful information that could help build parents’ knowledge 
base and build skill.  Workshops on questioning skills, the developmental stages of children, 
reading and understanding a report card, and dialoging with the teacher about one’s child are all 
suggestions for developing parent capacity for involvement.  Such activities need not only be 
done in the schools.  Community based not-for-profit organizations, faith-based organizations, 
and municipalities can also be resources for schools in their development of parental knowledge 
and skills.  As parents become more exposed to school functions, they should be encouraged to 
serve on committees and advisory groups.  One interesting finding from the local study was that 
older parents reported that they did not lack time.  Therefore, older parents, who tend also to be 
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more educated, are a pool that can be tapped and encouraged for building parent partners with 
the school. 
No parent-school partnership can be meaningfully developed without the participation or 
involvement of teachers.  Teachers work more closely with parents than do building leaders.  
Parents form their impressions of the school and its leadership from teacher attitudes and 
behavior.  Therefore, parent skill building must be done concurrently with teacher skill building.  
Joyner et al. (2007), Anyon  (2014), Ladson-Billings (2014), and Morris (2016) agree that on-
going professional development for educators around cultural diversity and understanding of the 
attitudes and values of the community is necessary for equipping educators to build their skills 
for reaching and engaging parents.  Teachers can benefit from professional development around 
the concept of equity and those teacher behaviors and attitudes that promote equity in 
achievement.   
 
Some Real World Implementation of Recommendations 
As an administrator in a school district of similar characteristics, the following 
applications are  viable for consideration and implementation. 
 
Training Teachers-Professional Development 
 Teachers are often said to be “at the frontline” or in the trenches”.  These terms often 
connote a war mind set that indicate the presence of battle between teachers and students and 
their parents.  By and large, this is far from the truth.  Instead, teachers are the most influential in 
student progress and in shaping parent support and involvement.  Therefore, teachers must be 
critically involved in developing initiatives and outreach for shaping and increasing parental 
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involvement.  Teachers should be trained and empowered to (1) recognize intrinsic parent capital 
that can be leveraged, (2) help students and parents acquire social and cultural capital.   
 In minority populations, it has been shown that parents value and teach by example, those 
characteristics of resilience; of being able to rebound from adversity and maintain the struggle to 
reach their goals.  This is akin to possessing the quality of grit.  It is the ability to persevere to 
reach one’s goals. So that instead of giving up on students by holding on to a “they’d-never-
make-it” attitude, teachers can be taught how to convey high expectations for students and 
shown how to engage those behaviors that support students’ struggle to achieve.  Minority 
parents also value good behavior in their children and support their readiness for school and for 
learning. 
  Within the school setting teachers who work most closely with students, become the 
bearers of and the dispensers of both social and cultural capital.  According to Bourdieu and 
Wacquant (1992), those with the most capital are bearers of that capital and depending on the 
position that they hold, they have the ability to share that capital in the development of the other 
(the student). Teachers have the power to share or withhold.  Professional development that 
exposes teachers to this knowledge and ways in which they, too, can contribute to the building of 
students’ social and cultural capital, is both important and critical to students’ acquisition of 
extrinsic cultural capital.   
 
Develop a Parental Involvement Rewards System  
 With teacher input, a parent point system can be developed.  Its major goal would be to 
recognize parent involvement and reward students for that involvement.  Such a system will have 
a duality of purpose. Not only would students be rewarded for their parents’ involvement in their 
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academic lives at home and at school, but also parents develop extrinsic social and cultural 
capital and are recognized fort the intrinsic capital that they bring to the support of their children. 
This recognition supports the ability to build partnerships and also develop and increase the level 
of trust parents demonstrate toward with the school. 
 
Educate the Parents 
One of the keys to student success is the education of the parents.  In this sense, I refer 
not to the parents’ level of education but to their level of knowledge around how best to support 
the education of their children.  To that end, an important and necessary real world application is 
the essentiality of providing parent education opportunities.    
Schools must provide education for parents from the pre-k years of school when parental 
involvement tends to be high and when parents are most overt in their interest in their children’s 
success.  Schools can offer workshops to parents in helping them support strong study skills for 
their children. Schools can offer parents strategies for helping students with homework; 
recognizing available school resources, and engaging in behaviors that advocate for their 
children at home and in the school.  This on-going type of parental involvement will help parents 
better maintain support of their children as they grow older and guide them more effectively 
without usurping students’ autonomy for their own success as they prepare for transitioning from 
secondary to post-secondary educational status.   
 
Leverage Community and Faith-Based Organizations 
 Schools can schedule parent dialog and workshops throughout the year within the 
community.  That is, instead of the traditional practice of having parents come to the school, the 
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school can make community and faith-based sites and organizations part of their outreach and 
base.  As schools make real partnerships with these organizations, workshops for all aspects of 
school issues from pre-k to college and preparation for the world of work can be provided by 
leveraging the resources in the community. 
 
Limitations of the study 
A major challenge of this research, like all voluntary survey-based research, has been the 
difficulty in garnering a large enough respondent pool that might also include parents who never 
come to the school or participate in schools’ activities.  The perspectives of those parents were 
not able to be included in this dissertation based on the mode of the data collection.  The 
resulting demographics of the respondent pool limit the generalizability of the research to non-
urban school districts.  The study does, however, have relevance and potential to be transferred 
to other districts and schools with similar communities and environments. 
 
Conclusion  
This study contributes to the existing body of research by highlighting some of the 
hindrances and obstacles to parental engagement with the schools as demonstrated by under-
represented groups.  These groups include low-income, minority and English language 
acquisition parents. 
Also explored within this research are some untraditional avenues that extend 
opportunities for parental involvement to all parents and families.  Finally, this study offers 
recommendations for educators and future researchers for building partnerships with parents to 
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promote achievement equity for all students regardless of race, ethnicity, immigrant, or socio-
economic status.  
There are, indeed, some insights gained from this study.  This was an attempt to 
understand parent behaviors and attitudes and explore whether significant relationships exist 
between variables and whether those relationships might impact student achievement.  The 
investigation revealed that factors such as race, age, gender, educational level, and income level 
are not by themselves indicative of parent attitudes and behaviors.  However, they reside in a 
conglomeration of factors that still remain uncovered. 
Results of this investigation support the conclusion that those who educate must take 
steps to understand the communities they serve.  To do so, they must emerge from the insular 
confines of the school and venture into the larger community.  The school must look to engage 
parents on parents’ turf such as in church groups, other faith-based organizations, civic, and 
community organizations.  Given the characteristics of the population in this research, where 
many parents lack the time, the skills, and the particular schedule that allow them to go to the 
school, the school must go to the community in order to relate to and educate parents regarding 
parental involvement.  Facilitating meaningful parental involvement calls for educators to 
venture out to meet and work with parents and often on the parents’ time.  This is not to suggest, 
by any means, that all administrators and teachers be let loose into the community.  Nor does it 
suggest that educators work around the clock seven days a week.  However, educational leaders 
are encouraged to view and use the forums such as community meetings and church sanctuaries 
as opportunities to be informative and to engage in meaningful discourse, dialog, and skill 
building regarding the business of the school in educating children.  In this non-threatening 
environment, parents are validated and trust is built through bi-directional communication. 
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 Actions such as these take a level of commitment, and, furthermore can put additional 
strain on leaders and on teachers who are already strapped for time themselves.  However, it falls 
to those who are passionate about reaching parents where they are to view steps such as these as 
having the potential to build networks, enhance parents’ communication skills, develop trusting 
relationships between parents and the school, and aid in the formation of a stronger home-school 
partnership. 
 In the more middle class and affluent communities education is supported by parents’ 
socio-economic level, commensurate unfettered participation in educational processes through 
their knowledge of those processes, and through the social networks that are resources for them.  
Unlike affluent parents, marginalized or disenfranchised parents in urban communities display a 
reticence regarding involvement.  These parents have to be afforded opportunities to gain 
knowledge, learn to have voice and give input through education, dialog, and exposure, and 
engage in advocacy behaviors to support both parental and student rights.  Parents must be 
afforded opportunities to exchange ideas and information.  These activities and opportunities 
convey to parents that their views and voice are sought, highly desired, valued, and respected 
(Robinson, 2008). 
 It is clear that there still exists a great need to develop effective schools where there is a 
high level of bi-directional communication, trust, and collaboration engaged in for the benefit of 
students.  Educators in urban school districts must be relentless in the search for and the 
implementation of ways that are sensitive to parents, that support the building of relationships, 
and that are inclusive rather than exclusive. 
Building parent social and cultural capacity can be a daunting but possible task for 
schools.  The principal, however, is the catalyst behind, not only student achievement, but also in 
221 
galvanizing action and teaching parents to be engaged.  The principal must be creative and 
innovative with parent involvement improvement strategies.  Without doubt, principals are very 
busy individuals.  They are charged with the responsibility of managing every aspect of the 
school.  As a result, they must approach innovative solutions for increasing parental engagement 
by involving teachers and other educators in their buildings.  A principal must engage in a 
transformational kind of leadership.  This is one in which he/she thinks outside of the box and 
encourages his/her staff to do the same in order to better involve parents and to build stronger 
parent-school relationships and partnerships that benefit students.  
Real World applications are offered here.  There is the saying that if we continue doing 
the same things, we get the same results.  Therefore, as the principal metaphorically moves from 
behind the desk and into the fray of parental involvement, there are some real world strategies 
that can be applied to defy those barriers and empower both parents and teachers in creating 
strong partnerships that benefit all students.  The following are some suggested strategies. 
(A)  Provide teacher in-service training geared toward recognizing and rewarding all aspects 
of parental involvement; ex. seeing that the student is prepared for school; seeing that the 
student is punctual and attends school and classes daily; monitoring student homework; 
becoming a member of the PTA. 
(B)  Provide teacher in-service training (professional development) that builds teacher skills 
in talking with parents around parent engagement topics. 
(C)  Collaborate with the staff in creating a point system to recognize and reward parental 
involvement and which also benefits students academically. 
(D) Provide “New Parent” workshops that educate both about involvement and how the 
school system functions. 
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(E)  Participate in outreach to community organizations (including faith-based organizations) 
in order to engage and educate parents in topics around parental involvement. 
These grass-roots strategies will serve to build trust; build parent and teacher skills, improve 
parent access to school resources and create stronger parent-school partnerships that benefit all 
students. 
It is hoped that this investigation has contributed a different perspective to the issue of 
parental involvement.  The critical crux resides in the necessity to educate parents.  In order for 
children to succeed, there has to be a commitment, vision, passion, and dedication by all to 




























Adelabu, D. H. (2013). Gender differences in time perspective, optimism and school belonging 
among high achieving, urban African American adolescents.  African American 
Learners, 2(1), retrieved from Institute for the Study of the African American Child 
website: 
http://isaac.wayne.edu/research/journal/article.pjp?newsletter=181&article=2542 
Anderson, E. (2016).  Against the Wall:  Poor, Young, Black, and Male.  Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press. 
Anderson, J. D.  (1988). The Education of Blacks in the South, 1860-1935. University of North 
Carolina Press. 
Anderson, K.J.& Minke, K.M. (2007).  Parent Involvement in Education:  Toward an 
Understanding of Parents’ Decision Making.  Journal of Education Research, 100:50, 
311-323. 
Anyon, J.  (2014). Radical Possibilities:  Public Policy, Urban Education and a New School 
Movement. 2nd ed. Routledge: New York. 
Arkansas Democrat Gazette. (1957). Little Rock 1951.  Pages from History.  The Central High 
Crisis.  Retrieved from Arkansas Democrat website: 
http://ardemgaz.com/prev/central/CHSmain.html 
Baker, A. (1997).  Improving Parent Involvement Programs and Practice:  A Qualitative Study of 
Teacher Perceptions.  The School Community Journal, 7, 27-35. 
Ballou, D., & Podgursky, M. (1997).  Teacher pay and teacher quality.  Kalamazoo, MI: E. 
Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. 
235 
Barnard, W. M. (2004).  Parent Involvement in Elementary School and Educational Attainment.  
Children and Youth Services Review, 26, 39-62. 
Bergeron, D. (2015).  Differential Association Theory. Pearson Publishers 
Bourdieu, P. (1986).  The forms of capital. In Imre Szeman and Timothy Koposy (Ed.), Cultural 
Theory: An Anthology (pp 83-95) John Wiley & Sons, UK 
Bourdieu, P., & Wacquant, L. J. D. (1992).  An invitation to reflexive sociology. The University 
of Chicago Press. 
Bratlinger, E. A. (1993).  The Politics of Social Class in Secondary school.  New York:  
Teachers College Press. 
Bower, H.A., Griffin, D., (2011).  Can the Epstein Model of Parental Involvement Work in a 
High-Minority, High-Poverty Elementary School? A Case Study. Professional School 
Counseling. Vol.15:2, p. 77-87. 
Bronfenbrenner, U.  (1979). The ecology of human development:  Experiments by nature and 
design.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press. 
Brown vs Board. Org.  Retrieved from:  http://brownvboard.orgresearch/opinions347us483.html  
Bursztyn, A.M. & Korn- Bursztyn, C.,Eds.  (2015). Immigrant Children and Youth 
Psychological Challenges.  California: Praeger 
Causey, T., Livingston, J. & High, B.  (2015). Family Structure, Racial Socialization, Perceived 
Parental Involvement and Social Support as predictors of Self-Esteem in African 
American College Students.  Journal of Black Studies.  October 2015: vol. 46, 7: pp: 655-
677. 
Chideya, F. (1995).  Don’t believe the hype: Fighting the cultural misinformation about African 
Americans. New York: Plume 
236 
Coleman, J.S. (1988).  Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital.  American Journal of 
Sociology, Vpproachesol.94, Supplement: Organizations and Institutions: Sociological 
and Economic Approaches to the Analysis of Social Structure, pp. S95-S120. 
Clark, E. & Dickson, M. (2015). The Impact of Parental Cultural Capital on the Academic 
Achievement of Students of Color.  A Research Paper.  
Comer, J. P.  (2005). The Rewards of Parent Participation. In (Ed.) Educational Leadership (p. 
40):  Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
Comer, J.P. & Haynes, N.M. (1991).  Parent involvement in schools: An ecological approach.  
The Elementary School Journal, Special Issue: Educational Partnerships:  Home-School, 
91 (3), 271-277 
 Creswell, J.W. Research Design:  Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approach.  
Sage Publications.  Thousand Oaks, Ca. 2014. 
Cucchiara, M. B., & McNamarra-Horvatt, E. (2009).  Perils and Promises: Middle-Class Parental 
Involvement in Urban Schools.  American Educational Research Journal.  Vol: 46(4), 
pp. 974-1004. 
Cultural Capital VS Economic Capital VS Social Capital in 
https//languageascapital.wordpress.com in Bourdieu, Language and Linguistics by  
Grenfell, M. J. Continuum International Publishing Group, London, 2011. 
Cutler, W.W. (2000).  Parents and Schools:  The 150 Year Struggle for Control in American 
Education.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press. 
Darling, S. & Westberg, L.  (2004). Parent Involvement in Children’s Acquisition of Reading. 
The Reading Teacher. 57, 774-776. 
Davies, D. Interview with author.  Institute of Responsive Education, Marblehead, MA. 
237 
De Gaetano, Y. (2007).  The role of culture in engaging Latino parents’ involvement in school.  
Urban Education, 42(2), 145-162. 
Delgado-Gaitan, C. (1991). Involving parents in the schools: A process of empowerment.  
American Journal of Education, 100 (1), 20-46. 
Delgado-Gaitan, C. (2004).  Involving Latino Families in Schools:  Raising Student Achievement 
Through Home-School Partnerships.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc. 
Desimone, L. (1999).  Linking parent involvement with student achievement: Do race and 
income matter? The Journal of Education Research, 93, 11-30. 
DiMaggio, P. & Mohr, J.  (1985). Cultural Capital, Educational Attainment, and Marital 
Selection.  American Journal of Sociology: 90(6) 1231-1261. 
Ditrano, C.J. & Silverstein, L.B. (2006).  Listening to Parents’ Voices:  Participatory Action 
Research in the Schools.  Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 37, 359-366. 
Dobbie, W., & Fryer, R.G. (2009).  Are high quality schools enough to close the achievement 
gap?  Evidence from a bold social experiment in Harlem.  Harvard University.  Retrieved 
from http//www.Economics.harvard.edu/faculty/fryer/fileshcz/204.15.2009pdf. 
Dumais, S. A. (2002).Cultural Capital, Gender, and School Success:  The Role of Habitus.  
Sociology of Education: 44-68. 
Epstein, J.  (2008). Improving Family and Community Involvement in Secondary Schools.  
Education Digest, 73:6, 9-12. 
Epstein, J., Greenfeld, M., & Hutchins, D.(2007).Family reading night. Larchmont, NY.  Eye on 
Education. 
Epstein, J.L. (2004). Meeting NCLB Requirements for Family Involvement.  Middle Ground.  
The Magazine of Middle Level Education, 8, 14-17. 
238 
Epstein, J.L., Sanders, M.G., Simon, B.S. Salinas, K.C., Jansorn, N.R., & Voorhis, F.L. (2009).  
School, Family, and Community Partnership: Your Handbook for Action.  Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc. 
Fagan, J., & Lee, Y.  (2013). Effects of fathers’ early risk and resilience on paternal engagement 
with 5-year olds.  Family Relations, 61(5), 878-892 
Fantuzzo, J., McWayne, C., Perry, M.A., & Childs, S. (2004).  Multiple Dimensions of Family 
Involvement and Their Relations to Behavioral and Learning Competencies for Urban, 
Low-income Children.  School Psychology Review, 33: 467-480. 
Fantuzzo, J., LeBoeuf, W., Rouse, H., & Chin-Chih, C.  Academic Achievement of African 
American Boys:  A City-Wide, Community Based Investigation of Risk and Resilience. 
Journal of School Psychology (2012), 50: 559-579. 
Feagin, J. R. & Booher Feagin, C.  (1999). Racial and Ethnic Relations (6th ed).  N. J.Simon and 
Schuster 
Finders, M. & Lewis, C. (2006).  “Why Some Parents Don’t Come to School” pp 50-54 in 
Kaleidescope: Contemporary and Classic Readings in Education, edited by Kevin Ryan 
and James M. Cooper.  Belmont, CA: Wadsworthy Cengage Learning. 
Fishel, M., & Ramirez, L. (2005).  Evidence-based parent involvement interventions with school 
aged children.  School Psychology Quarterly, 20, 371-402. 
Freeman, M. (2010).  “Knowledge is acting”: Working class parents’ intentional acts of 
positioning within the discursive practice of involvement.  International Journal of 
Qualitative Studies in Education, 23, 181-198. 
Freire, P.  (1970, 1993, 2000, 2012). Pedagogy of the Oppressed.  NY:  Continuum International 
Publishing Group, Inc.   
239 
Greene, S. (2013).  Mapping Low-Income African American Parents’ Roles in Their Children’s 
Education in a Changing Political Economy.  Teachers’ College Record, Vol 115 (70) 
Grenfell, M. & James, D. (1998).  Bourdieu and education:  Acts of practical theory. Bristol, PA. 
Harris, E., & Fessenden, F., (2017).  “The Broken Promises of Choice in New York City 
Schools”. The New York Times, May 5, 2017. 
Haynes, M. & Comer, J. (1993).  The Yale School Development Program: Process, outcomes 
and policy implications.  Urban Education, 28, 166. doi: 
10.117777/0042085993028002004 
Henderson, A. T., & Mapp, K. L. (2002).  A new wave of evidence:  The impact of school, 
family, and community connections on student achievement.  Southwest Educational 
Development Laboratory, 53-73. 
Hiatt-Michael, D. (1994).  Parent Involvement in American Public Schools:  A Historical 
Perspective 1642-2000.  School Community Journal, Vol 4:2, Fall/Winter 1994. 
Hill, N.E., & Taylor, L.C. (2004) Parental School Involvement and Children's Academic 
Achievement: Pragmatics and Issues.  Current Directions in Psychological Science, Vol. 
13:4, 161-164. 
Hoover-Dempsey, K.V., Walker, J.M.T., Sandler, H.M., Whetsel, D., Green, C.L., Wilkins, A.S., 
& Closson, K. (2005).  Why do parents become involved?  Research finding 
implications.  The Elementary School Journal, Vol.106:2, 105-130. 
Hoover-Dempsey, K.V., Walker, J.M.T., Jones, K.P., Reed, R.P. (2002).  Teachers Involving 
Parents (TIPS):  Results of an in-service teacher education program for enhancing 
parental involvement. Teacher and Teacher Education, 18: 843-867. 
240 
Howard, T.C. (2008).  Who really cares?  The disenfranchisement of African American males in 
pre-k - 12 schools: A critical race theory perspective.  Teachers College Record, 110: 
954-985. 
Jeynes, W. H. (2016).  A Meta-Analysis:  The Relationship Between Parental Involvement and 
African American Student Outcomes.  Journal of Black Studies.  January 10, 2016. 
Jeynes, W.H. (2011).  Parent involvement and academic success.  New York, NY: Routledge.   
Jeynes, W.H. (2007).  Growth of the Common School and Higher Education.  In C. Friedman 
(Ed.), American Educational History (p.152).  Thousand Oaks, CA.  Sage Publishers. 
Jeynes, W.H. (2005).  The effects of parental involvement on the academic achievement of 
African American youth.  The Journal of Negro Education. Vol.74:3. 
Jeynes, W.H. (2005).  A meta-analysis of the relation of parent involvement to urban elementary 
school student academic achievement.  Urban Education, 40: 237-269. 
Jones, M.E., & Davis, J.E.  Parental Influence, School Readiness, and Early Academic 
Achievement of African American Boys. The Journal of Negro Education, 2009.  
Vol.78:3. 260-363. 
Joyner, E.T., Ben-Avie, M., Comer, J.P. (2004).  Transforming School Leadership and 
Management to Support Student Learning and Development: The Field Guide to Comer 
Schools in Action.  The Yale School Development Program, Yale Child Study Center. 
Kaestle, C.F. (2008).  Victory of the Common School Movement:  A Turning Point in American 
Educational History.  In (Ed.), (p) : america.gov. Retrieved from US Department website: 
http://usinfo.state.gov/products/pub/historians/chapter04.html   
241 
Kaufman, T.E., Graham, C.R., Picciano, A.G., Popham, J.A., & Wiley, D. (2014).  Data Driven 
Decision Making in the K-12 Classroom:  Handbook of Research on Educational 
Communication and Technology.  Springer, New York. 
Kelly-Laine, K.  (1998). Parents as partners in Schooling:  The Current State of Affairs.  
Childhood Education, 74, 342-347. 
Kim, E.  (2002). The Relationship Between Parental Involvement and Children’s Educational 
Achievement in the Korean Immigrant family.  Journal of Cooperative Family Studies, 
33, 529-540. 
Kingston, P. W. (2001).  The unfulfilled promise of cultural capital theory.  Sociology of 
Education, 74 (4), 88-99. 
Korn,C. & Bursztyn, A.  (Eds). (2002). Rethinking Multicultural Education.  Case Studies in 
Cultural Transition.  New Haven, CT:  Bergin and Garvey. 
Ladson-Billings, G.  (2014). Culturally relevant pedagogy 2.0 : a.k.a. the remix.  Harvard 
Educational Review, 84(1), 74-84. 
Ladson-Billings, G.  (2013). “Stakes is high”: Educating new century students.  The Journal of 
Negro Education, 82(2), 105-110. 
Ladson-Billing, G.  (2012). Through a glass darkly. The persistence of race in educational 
research, 41(4), 115-120, doi: 10.3102/001389X12440743 
Lahman, M., Park, S. (2004).  Understanding children from diverse cultures:  Bridging 
perspectives of parents and teachers.  International Journal of Early Years Education. 
12:2. 131. 
Landsman, G.H. (2009).  Reconstructing Motherhood and Disability in the Age of "Perfect" 
Babies.  New York: Routledge. 
242 
Lankford, H., Loeb, S., Wycoff, J. (2002).  Teacher Sorting and the Plight of Urban schools: A 
Descriptive Analysis.  Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis.  Vol.24:1, pp 37-62. 
Lauff, E. & Ingells, S.J. (2013). Educational longitudinal study of 2002 (ELS:2002):  A first look 
at 2002 high school sophomores 10 years later (NCES 2014-363).  U.S. Department of 
Education.  Washington, DC: national Center for Education Statistics.  Retrieved 20 May 
2015 from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch. 
Lareau, A. (2000).  Home Advantage:  Social Class and Parental Intervention in Elementary 
Education.  Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield. 
Lareau, A.  (2003). Unequal Childhoods:  Class, Race and Family Life.  University of California 
Press, CA. 
Lareau, A., Horvatt Mcnamara,E. (1999). Moments of Social Inclusion and Exclusion Race, 
Class, and Cultural Capital in Family-School Relationships.  Sociology of Education: 
Vol. 72:1, 37-52. 
Lareau, A., Horvatt, E., & Weininger, E.  (2003). From Social Ties to Social Capital:  Class 
Difference in the Relations Between Schools and Parent Networks.  American 
Educational Research Journal, 40(2), 319-351. 
Lareau, A. (2002).  Invisible inequality:  Social Class and Child-rearing in Black Families and 
White Families.  American Sociological Review, 67, 747-776. 
Leonard, J. (2013).  Maximizing college readiness for all through parental support.  School 




L’Heureux Lewis-McCoy, R. (2014).  Inequality in the Promised Land:  Race, Resources, and 
Suburban Schooling.  Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA. 
Lloyd, D.C. (2010).  Parental Involvement and Parental Engagement in a Suburban Long Island 
School District:  A Case Study. The School of Education, St. John’s University. 
Lopez, G.R., Scribner, J.D., & Mahitvanichcha, K. (2001).  Redefining parental involvement: 
Lessons from high-performing, migrant-impacted schools.  American Educational 
Research Journal, 38 (2), 253-288. 
Mapp, K. L. (2013).  Having their say:  Parents describe why and how they are engaged in their 
children’s learning.  School Community Journal, 13(1), 35-64.  
Matthews, J.S.  Kizzie, K.T., Rowley, S.J., & Cortina, K. (2010).  African Americans and Boys: 
Understanding the Literacy Gap, Tracing Academic Achievement, and Evaluating the 
Role of Learning-Related Skills.  Journal of Educational Psychology, 102: 757-771. 
McNamara Horvat, E., Baugh, D. E.Not all parents make the grade in today’s schools. Phi Delta 
Kappan, 96 (7), 8-13. 
Morris, M. W. (2016).  Protecting Black Girls.  Educational Leadership.  Vol. 74:3. Pp 49-53. 
Muhammad, K., Witherspoon, N., Newcomb, W. Understand and advocate for communities 
first.  Phi Delta Kappan, 96 (7), 21-25. 
Mullins, F.G. (2001).  A History of the Literary Fund as a Funding Source for Free Public 
Education in the Commonwealth of Virginia 23.  Retrieved from Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University website: 
http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/theses/available/etd4262001230201unrestricted/mullins_finey.PD
Fwww.sfc.virginia.gov/pdf/education 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (2015). 
244 
National Parent Teacher Association History.  Retrieved from www.PTA.org 
National Center for Educational Statistics (May 2015). 
New York Historical Society. (2007). Race and Antebellum New York City, The New York 
Manumission Society.  Retrieved from New York Historical website: 
http:www.nyhistory.org/web/afs/history/manumission-society.html 
Noguera, P., Pierce, J.C. (2016).  The (Evasive) Language of School Reform. Educational 
Leadership. Vol. 74:3. pp. 74-78. 
Noguera, P.  (2008). The Trouble With Black Boys and Other Reflections on Race, Equity, and 
the Future of Public Education.  John Wiley and Sons, Inc., CA. 2008. 
Noguera, P. (2006).  Confronting the Challenge of Diversity in Education. Motion Magazine.   
Pflaum, S. W. & Abramson, T. (1990).  Teacher assignment, hiring, and preparation: Minority 
Teachers in New York City.  Urban Review.  Vol. 22:1, pp 17-31. 
Picciano, A.G.  The Great American Industrial Complex.  Routledge, New York. 2013. 
Pomerantz, E.M., Moorman, E.A., Litwack, S.D. (2007).  The how, whom, and why of parents' 
involvement in children's academic lives:  More is not always better.  Review of 
Educational Research, 77, 373-410. 
Potter, H., & Quick, K. (2016).  “The Secret to School Integration”. Opinion pages, The New 
York Times, February 23, 2016. 
Price, B.D.  (2007). The Relationship Between Self-Esteem, Campus Climate and Parental 
Involvement on Academic performance in African American Boys.  Texas Southern 
University 
Pulliam, J.D., & Patten, J.V. (1995).  The age of the Common School Revival.  In (Ed.), History 
of Education in America (6th ed., pp. 64-65).  Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Merrill. 
245 
Robinson, D.V. (2008).  A Dissertation: The Engagement of Low-Income and Minority Parents 
in Schools Since NCLB: Intersections of Policy, Parent Involvement and Social Capital.  
The Ohio State University 
Ringenberg, M.  (2009). Cultural Capital Theory and Predicting Parental Involvement in 
Northwest Indiana Schools.  The South Shore Journal, vol. 3, pp. 86-124. 
Rodriguez, R. J., Blatz, E. T., & Elbaum, B. (2014).  Parents’ Views of Schools’ Involvement 
Efforts.  Journal of Exceptional Children.  Vol. 81 (1), pp. 79-85. 
Roksa, J. & Potter, D.  (2013). Accumulating Advantages over Time:  Family experiences and 
social class inequality in academic achievement.  Journal of Social Science Research.  
Vol 42(4): 1018-1032 
Santana, L., Rothstein, D., Bain, A., (2016).  Partnering with Parents to ask the Right Questions. 
ASCD, Alexandria, VA. 
School Enrollment Guidelines on the McKinney –Vento Act, (2002) 67 Federal Regulations 
10,697-10, 701 Updated October 2016. 
Shannon, P.  (2009). "Childhood Disability, Poverty, and Family Life.  pp. 108-220 in Family 
Poverty in Diverse Contexts, edited by C. Anne Broussard and Alfred L. Joseph. New 
York: Routledge. 
Sherraden, M. (n.d.) How to do Focus Groups [on line], available at 
http//www.gwbssw.wustl.edu/fgroups/fghowto.html 
Sanders, R. (1998).  A History to Remember. Retrieved from In Motion Magazine Education 
Rights website:  http://www.inmotionmagzine.com/track.html 
Siddle-Walker, E.V. (1993).  Creswell County Training School 1933-1969: Relationships 
Between Community and School.  Harvard Educational Review 63:2, 161-182. 
246 
Sousa, A.C. (n.d.). "Crying Doesn't Work:  Emotion and Parental Involvement of Working Class 
Mothers Raising Children with Developmental Disabilities.  Disability Studies Quarterly. 
Sousa, A.C. (2011).  From Refrigerator Mothers to Warrior-Heroes:  The Cultural Identity 
Transformation of Mothers Raising Children with Intellectual Disabilities.  Symbolic 
Interaction, 34(2):  220-243. 
Southern Education Foundation (2015). A new majority: Low-income students now a majority in 
the nation’s public schools (Research Bulletin).  Atlanta GA: Author. 
Span, C., & Rivers, I. (2014).  Reassessing the achievement gap: An intergenerational 
comparison of African American student achievement before and after compensatory 
education and the elementary and secondary education act.  Teachers College Record, 
114(6), 1-17 
Stover, D.  (2016). ESSA:  What’s next.  American School Board Journal. Vol: 203:1, pp 16-18. 
Suitts, S. (2016).  Students Facing Poverty:  The new majority.  Educational Leadership. Vol. 
74:3.  Pp 36-40.  
Tenenbaum, H.R., & Ruck, M.D. (2007).  Are teachers' expectations different for racial minority 
than for European American students?  A meta-analysis.  Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 99, 253-273. 
The Editorial Board:  “Ms. DeVos’s Fake History About School Choice”. The New York Times, 
March 1, 2017. 
The Editorial Board:  “Confronting Segregation in New York City Schools”.  The New York 
Times, May 15, 2017. 
247 
Trask-Tate, A.J., Cunningham, M.  (2010). Planning Ahead:  The Relationship Among School 
Support, Parental Involvement, and Future Academic Expectations in African American 
Adolescents.  The Journal of Negro Education.  Vol.79:2, 139-150. 
Tyack, D.  (2003). Seeking Common Ground: Public schools in a Diverse Society.  Harvard 
University Press. 
Tyack, D.  (1974). The One Best System.  A History of American Urban Education.  Harvard 
University Press. 
Useem, E.L.  (1992). Middle Schools and Math Groups:  Parents’ involvement in Children’s 
Placement.  Sociology of Education: vol: 65(4). 
United States Department of Education (November 2009).  Race to the Top Executive Summary.  
Retrieved from https://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/executivesummary.pdf 
United States Department of Education (2002).  Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965.  Retrieved September 28, 2015, from http://www.ed.gov 
United States Department of Education:  National Center for Education Statistics (2015).  The 
Condition of Education 2015.  (NCES 2015-028) 
United States Government. (2004). Horizons of Opportunities:  Celebrating 50 Years of Brown v 
Board of Education May 17, 1954-2004.  Retrieved from US. Department of State 
website: http://usinfo.org/enus/education/overview/brown-nea.html 
Walker, W. (1932).  The Sociology of Teaching.  London: John Wiley and Sons. 
Walker, J., Shenker, S., & Hoover-Dempsey, K. (2014).  Why Do Parents Become Involved in 
Their Children’s education?  Implications for School Counselors.  Professional School 
Counseling: vol. 14 (1), pp. 27-41. 
Wirth, L.  (1938). Urbanism As a Way of Life.  American Journal of Sociology.  Vol.44, pp 1-24 
248 
Wilson, C.M. (2009).  The Relation Among Parental Factors and Achievement of African 
American Youth.  The Journal of Negro Education.  78:2. 102-112. 
Wood, D., Kaplan, R., & McLoyd, V.C. (2007).  Gender Differences in the Educational 
Expectation of Urban, Low-Income African American Youth:  The Role of Parents and 
the School.  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 36, 417-427. 
Yan, W.  (2000). Successful African American Students: The Role of Parental Involvement.  
Journal of Negro Education. Vol. 68 (1) pp. 5-22. 
